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PREFACE 

WHEN I was engaged in translating the Gospels into Romaic,! 

I had occasion to examine closely a number of passages which 

seemed to me to have been misinterpreted ; in some instances 

because the force of the Greek had been misunderstood, and in 

others because the text was corrupt. In the following pages will 

be found a few brief Notes in which some of these passages are 

discussed. So far as I know, the suggestions which I offer are 

now put forward for the first time. If, however, it should happen 

that any of them have been anticipated by others, I trust that 

the omission to acknowledge the fact will be ascribed not to 

unwillingness or negligence, but to the circumstance that, being 

a busy man, I have not had the leisure to read all the commen- 

taries which have been written on the Gospels. 

From my Notes it will be seen that my mother tongue can 

furnish many clues to New Testament problems. The spirit of 

ancient Greek has been preserved with comparative fidelity in its 

modern descendant, and I am convinced that a systematic study 

of the Scriptures in the light thrown on them by the Romaic 

would yield valuable results. To give only one example, a 

curious instance of the usefulness of Romaic in Biblical inter- 

pretation is afforded by John x. 24, ἕως πότε τὴν ψυχὴν ἡμῶν 

1 NEA ΔΙΑΘΗΚΗ κατὰ τὸ Barixavd χερόγραφο μεταφρασμένη ἀπὸ τὸν 

‘ANE, Πάλλη (Liverpool: The Liverpool Booksellers’ Co. Ltd.). 
ν 
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αἴρεις, a phrase which survives in the modern ὡς πότε θὰ pas 

βγάζεις τὴν ψυχὴ, how long will you plague us? (See Viachos, v. 

ἐβγάζω, “ μοῦ ἔβγαλε τὴν ψυχὴν [φρ.], il m’a martyrisé ; assomme ; 

harcelé.”) If, however, the investigation which I advocate is to 

be fruitful, it must be carried out in the immediate future. A 

strange disposition prevails among the wealthier classes in 

Athens to despise their own language, and to regard the use 

of French as a mark of gentility; this tendency is aped by 

their social inferiors, with the result that Romaic is rapidly 

becoming debased and adulterated with Gallicisms, and will 

soon lose those characteristics which link it to old Greek, and 

have invested it with such nobility and loveliness. Indeed, if 

this unfortunate fashion spreads as quickly as it has done of 

late years, only the lapse of a few generations will be required 

to cause Greek to become practically extinct. 

The present series of Notes relates only to passages in the 

Gospels according to St. Mark and St. Matthew, but I hope 

shortly to have an opportunity of dealing in the same way with 

the other two Gospels. 

1 My countrymen fancy that contact with the Turks has spoilt their 

language. As a matter of fact, during the Turkish period Greek rather 

improved than suffered. Its misfortunes began after the formation of the 

Greek kingdom through the action of the Greeks themselves, who first 

attacked it with pedantic neologisms, and now strive for its ruin by the 

use of a foreign language. 
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ST. MARK 
— 

Manx 1. 6 

Ἔσθων ἀκρίδας καὶ μέλι ἄγριον. 

Many, probably, will agree with the view expressed in the 

Encyclopedia Biblica (Ὁ. “Husks,” p. 2136): “Common sense 

tells us that locusts would not have been preferred by the 

Baptist as his habitual food to nourishment supplied by the 

soil.” This observation derives considerable support from the 

fact that, in other instances where Jewish tradition represents 

men as having been driven into the desert either by stress 

of circumstances. or by a passion for asceticism, their food is 

said to have been what the soil produced. Thus Βανοῦς, 

an ascetic closely resembling the Baptist, is described by 

Josephus (Vit. 2) as τροφὴν τὴν αὐτομάτως φυομένην προσφε- 

ρόμενος. Again, Judas Maccabzeus, having retired into the 

desert, ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσι διέζη σὺν τοῖς per αὐτοῦ καὶ τὴν χορτώδη 

τροφὴν σιτούμενοι διετέλουν (2 Macc. v. 27). Compare also 

2 Esdr. ix. 26, And there I sat among the flowers, and did eat of 

the herbs of the field, and the meat of the same satisfied me ; xii. 51, 

But I sat in the field seven days ... and in those days I did eat only 

of the flowers of the fietd, and had my meat of the herbs. Also 

Dan. iv. 22, 30, καὶ χόρτον ὡς Bods ἦσθιε. The writer in the 

Encycl. Bibl. suggests that by ἀκρίδες carob pods are meant. 

If this interpretation were possible, it would no doubt remove 
8 



4 ST. MARK [I. 6 

one difficulty; but there is no authority for ἀκρὶς as meaning 

anything except @ Jocust, and for a carob pod the Biblical word 

is κεράτιον. Nor are the words μέλι ἄγριον less puzzling. Eat- 

able honey, according to Jewish tradition, was prized as a 

delicacy, and was not considered to be hard fare, such as the 

context evidently requires. Cp. Ex. iii. 8, εἰς γῆν dyabqv—eis 

γῆν ῥέουσαν γάλα καὶ μέλι; Ezek. xvi. 19, σεμίδαλιν καὶ ἔλαιον 

καὶ μέλι ἐψώμισά σε; Cant. iv. 11, κηρίον ἀποστάζουσι χείλη 

σου, νύμφη, etc. We cannot suppose that by μέλι ἄγριον in- 

edible honey is meant; for it is incredible that a strict ascetic, 

careful of his diet, would eat that which was avoided by ordinary 

people. Lastly, I would observe that, whatever the Baptist 

ate, his food must necessarily have been such as to sustain 

life, and no man can subsist on a diet composed exclusively 

of locusts and honey. Locusts and honey at all times could 

only have been used as προσφάγια. 

In my opinion, both ἀκρίδας and μέλι are corrupt. With 

regard to ἀκρίδας, I suspect that two words have coalesced into 

it, the first of which is obscure,! but the second of which, 

most probably, was ῥίζας (ΡΙΖΑΣ --- ΡΙΔΑΣ). Roots, which 

consist, according to the popular notion, of all the parts of a 

plant that are in the earth, would comprise bulbs and tubers, 

such as colocasia antiguorum, and these afford very tolerable 

nourishment. Cp. Job xxx. 4, πεφαυλισμένοι, ἐνδεεῖς παντὸς 

ἀγαθοῦ, ot καὶ ῥίζας ξύλων ἐμασσῶντο. 

Coming now to the consideration of μέλι, it is to be ob- 
served that, as is well known, we constantly find in the New 
Testament the intentional replacement of words by their syno- 
nyms, or by other words which apparently suit the context 

equally well. Cp. Matt. v. 47, ἀδελφοὺς ---φίλους ; 47, ἐθνικοὶ--- 

τελῶναι ; Vii. 4, ἐκ---ἀπό; Vili. 34, ὅπως---ἶνα ; ix, 14, πολλὰ--- 

1 See, however, the Note on p. 46. 
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πυκνά; 36, ἐσκυλμένοι---ἐκλελυμένοι ; x. 23, ἑτέραν---ἄλλην ; xiii. 

29, φησὶν---λέγει ; 30, ἕως---μέχρι ; xv. 6, λόγον---“νόμον--- ἐντολήν ; 

22, ἔκραξεν---ἐκραύγασεν ; xvi. 27, τὴν πρᾶξιν---τὰ ἔργα ; xviii. 1, 

ὥρα---ἡμέρα; xix. 28, ὑμεῖς--- αὐτοί; xx. 34, ὀμμάτων---ὀφθαλμῶν : 

xxl. 31, ὕστερος---δεύτερος---ἔσχατος ; xxii. 10, νυμφὼν---γάμος ; 

XXIV. 45, οἰκετείας --- θεραπείας ; ‘Mark i. 26, φωνῆσαν---κράξαν ; 

iii, 30, ἁμαρτίας .-κρίσεως ; iv. 19, αἰῶνος--- βίου; xiv. 44, σύσ- 

σημον---σημεῖον ; and numerous other instances. Most instruc- 

tive on this point, as showing how recklessly the scribes were 

altering the sacred texts from the very earliest days of Christi- 

anity, is what we are told by Origen (I take the passage from 

Tischendorf’s eighth edition of the N.T.), ῥαμὰ σημαίνει τόπον 

ὑψηλὸν, ὅθεν ἔν τισι τῶν ἀντιγράφων τοῦ προφήτου γέγραπται φωνὴ 

ἐν τῇ ὑψηλῇ ἠκούσθη. Now μέλι and κηρίον are synonyms in 

the Sacred Books (cp. Prov. xxiv. 13, φάγε μέλι, υἱὲ, ἀγαθὸν 

γὰρ κηρίον; Cant. iv. 11, κηρίον ἀποστάζουσι χείλη σου, νύμφη, 

etc.), and I suspect that κηρίον stood once in the text; but, 

being a comparatively rare word in the sense of honey, it was 

replaced by its synonym μέλι on grounds similar to that ad- 

duced by Origen in the case of Ῥαμά. Further, I suggest that 

κηρίον was a misreading of καρπὸν (KAPIION — KHPION). 

Should I be right, the corruption must have occurred very 

early, certainly before the Gospel according to St. Matthew 

was compiled, perhaps in a copy made from the archetype 

itself. Such, indeed, were the circumstances under which the 

first books of the early Christians were written that misread- 

ings of this kind could hardly be avoided; for the narratives 

circulated in a community of men who were poor and could 

only afford cheap writing materials, perhaps second-hand, 

faulty membranes and bad ink,—and who, being ill-educated, 

would probably neither write correctly nor, in copying, take such 

pains as a practised literary man would consider necessary. 

My conclusion, therefore, is that, instead of ἔσθων ἀκρίδας 
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καὶ μέλι ἄγριον, the archetype read ἔσθων . . . ῥίζας καὶ καρπὸν 

ἄγριον, that is, eating roots and wild fruit. With this sentence 

compare Strabo, 513, of μὲν οὖν ἐν τοῖς νήσοις οὐκ ἔχοντες 

σπόριμα ῬΙΖΟφαγοῦσι καὶ ΑΤῬΡΙΟΙΣ χρῶνται ΚΑΡΠΟΙ͂Σ. 

Marx τι. 7 

Οὕτω λαλεῖ. 

The force of this phrase has been missed. The meaning 

is, he speaks at random, οὕτω being equivalent to the classical 

αὕτως (or sometimes οὕτως). The idiom has been preserved in 

modern Greek. See Vlachos, Λεξικὸν Ἑ λληνογαλλικὸν, Ὁ. ἔτσι, 

“τὸ εἶπα ἔτσι [φρ.], je Vai dit sans conséquence ; j’ai parlé en 

Pair.” 

Mark π. 19 

Μὴ δύνανται of υἱοὶ Tod νυμφῶνος ἐν ᾧ ὃ νυμφίος μετ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐστι, 

νηστεύειν ; 

I think that the meaning of the word νυμφῶνος is misunder- 

stood when it is taken to indicate a dride-chamber. It is clear 

from Matt. xxii. ro that banquets were given in the νυμφὼν, which: 

cannot have been possible in a bride-chamber. The word, 1: 

believe, signifies a dangueting-hall, in which the wedding feast’ 

took place, perhaps also the wedding itself. Such halls are 

common in India at the present time. Weddings in that country 

are grand affairs, and are followed by very costly entertainments, 

on which the savings of many years’ hard work are spent. To 

these feasts a great number of relatives and friends, or even all 

the caste fellows in the place, are invited ; and, as the private 

houses are small and totally inadequate for such large gatherings, 

public halls of a kind have been provided in which guests are 

entertained. It is evident from what we find in the New Testa- 

ment (see Matt. xxii. 2 ff.) that weddings in Palestine were also 
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followed by great feasts, and I venture to suggest that, owing to 

circumstances similar to those which prevail in India, public 

halls must have existed in that country for the convenience of 

those who entertained. This interpretation of νυμφὼν is borne 

out by the passage quoted at the head of this paragraph, which 

states that the sons of the νυμφὼν, namely, those who are in the 

νυμφὼν, cannot be expected to abstain from eating and drinking ; 

in other words, that they are there for the purpose of eating and 

drinking. Should my view be correct, then υἱοὶ τοῦ νυμφῶνος 

must simply be interpreted, the guests at a wedding. 

But, though the context seems to require the interpretation 

which I have submitted, there is no denying that νυμφὼν, 

according to its formation, should mean a dride’s quarters, in 

which sense we find it in the only two passages of the Old 

Testament in which it occurs. It is a point, then, for further 

investigation, whether νυμφὼν has not displaced γάμος everywhere 

in the New Testament, as it has done apparently in Matt. xxii. 10, 

where Codex B gives on the margin the variant γάμος, written by 

the original scribe himself. 

Marx ur 14 

Kal ἐποίησεν δώδεκα ods καὶ ἀποστόλους ὠνόμασεν ἵνα dow μετ᾽ 

αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀποστέλλῃ αὐτοὺς κηρύσσειν καὶ ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν ἐκβάλλειν 

τὰ δαιμόνια. Καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς δώδεκα καὶ ἐπέθηκεν ὄνομα τῷ 

Σίμωνι Πέτρον. 

So runs this passage in Codex B, but we find no small 

diversity of reading in other MSS., a circumstance which in itself 

proves that the original text has been considerably tampered 

with. The passage, as it stands, is in fact highly unsatisfactory 

on several grounds. In the first place, ἐποίησεν δώδεκα, without 

a complement of the predicate, such as we find in phrases like 

Acts ii. 36, κύριον αὐτὸν καὶ Χριστὸν ἐποίησεν 6 Θεὸς, cannot mean 
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he appointed twelve, as the words are conveniently rendered, but 

only he made or created twelve. Nor can we evade the difficulty 

by construing ἐποίησεν ἵνα ὦσιν, because we should then be 

forced to construe ἐποίησεν ἵνα ἀποστέλλῃ, and such a construc- 

tion is impossible. In the second place, iva ἀποστέλλῃ ἔχειν 

ἐξουσίαν yields no satisfactory sense; at best it might mean so 

that he might send them forth to acquire authority, a meaning 

which is here inadmissible. Thirdly, the repetition καὶ ἐποίησεν 

instead of ἐποίησεν οὖν is strange and unusual. Fourthly, it is 

surprising that the writer should at once proceed to state what 

was the surname given to Simon without first mentioning, as is 

done in Luke vi. 14, that Simon was appointed one of the apostles. 

Lastly, it is equally surprising that the name of Andrew should 

be separated from that of his brother Simon, and inserted further 

on between those of the brothers John and James and those of 

the brothers Philip and Bartholomew. Like John and James, 

Simon and Andrew are linked together everywhere else (Matt. iv. 

18, 21, X. 2, xvil. 1; Mark i. 16, 19, ix. 2; Luke vi. 14, ix. 28; 

John i. 45), with the sole exception of Mark xiii. 3, where, however, 

᾿Ανδρέας is an interpolation, because he is there given a special 

importance which he is not shown elsewhere to have possessed. 

With regard to ἐποίησεν, I venture to suggest that it is a 

corruption of ἑτοίμασεν (without augment; see Dr. Jannaris, 

fiist. Gr. Gr. § 717). Compared paleographically, the two 

words, ETOIMASEN—EIIOIHSEN, are similar enough ; so much 

so, that in Ps. cxviii. 73 the reading varies between ἑτοίμασαν and 

ἐποίησαν. With this alteration the syntax becomes grammatical (cp. 

Acts xxiii, 23, ἑτοιμάσατε στρατιώτας διακοσίους ὅπως πορευθῶσιν) 

and the sense appropriate, 4nd he made ready twelve, whom also 

he named apostles, to the end that they might be with him, and that 

he might send them forth to preach. Then in the place of καὶ 

ἔχειν---τοὺς δώδεκα, I suspect that there once stood these words, 

πρῶτον Σίμωνα (this on manuscript authority) τὸν rod "Iwva καὶ 



IV. 21, 27] ST. MARK 9 

᾿Ανδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν τοῦ Σίμωνος, in accordance with the parallel 

sentence which follows, Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ ᾿Ιωάνην τὸν 

ἀδελφὸν τοῦ "IaxéBov. These words were most likely rubbed off 

for the purpose of making room for the sentence, καὶ ἔχειν---- 

δαιμόνια. As, however, they consisted of fifty-two letters, and 

the sentence inserted of only thirty-five, there was a considerable 

space left blank, and I suggest that it was with the object of 

filling up this gap that the superfluous words καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς 

δώδεκα were interpolated, this addition bringing up the spurious 

letters to fifty-six. 

Mark tv. 21 

Μήτι ἔρχεται ὁ λύχνος. 

The word ἔρχεται is impossible, and has been condemned by 

several critics. D gives ἅπτεται, and-it is such a sense that 

we require. I suspect that St. Mark used a Latin root and 

wrote ἄρδεται (from avdeo). In St. Matthew we find the equiva- 

lent of the Latin word, 2.6. καίουσι (v. 15). 

Mark tv. 27 

Kal ὁ σπόρος βλαστᾷ καὶ μηκύνεται ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτός. 

The words ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτὸς clash with the spirit of the 

passage, expressing as they do a certain surprise in the mind 

of the sower that the seed should grow and become a tree 

without any trouble being taken by him. The point of the 

parable, on the contrary, is that the sower, after sowing, reverts 

to his usual life in the certainty that the seed will do its work 

though he pays no further attention to it. I am, therefore, 

inclined to think that the text originally read, ὡς ἐκάθευδεν 

(EKA@EYAEN—OYKOIAEN) αὐτὸς, whilst he himself was sleep- 

ing. For the use of ὡς instead of ἕως, cp. John ii. 23, xii. 35, 

περιπατεῖτε ὡς TO φῶς ἔχετε; Xil. 36. 
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Mark vi. 20 

Ὁ γὰρ Ἡρώδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν ᾿Ιωάνην εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον 

καὶ ἅγιον, καὶ συνετήρει αὐτὸν, καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει, 

καὶ ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν. 

A good deal of confusion seems to have crept into this 

passage, of which traces exist in the variety of reading which 

has come down to us. Codex B omits the particle καὶ before 

συνετήρει. Again, some MSS. give ἐποίει instead of ἠπόρει. This 

was the reading before the translator of the Syr. Sin., whose 

rendering (according to Mrs. Lewis) is avd many things that he 

heard from him he did. Then, an old Latin version gives guia 

multa faciebat, and another guod multa factebat. It is indis- 

putable that the passage presents serious difficulties. In the 

first place, there is no reason why Herod should fear John; 

nay, the fact that he seized and imprisoned him is a proof 

that he did not. We should have rather expected that, as is 

stated in the account given in St. Matthew, Herod, like the 

chief priests and the elders,! feared the people, who revered 

John as a saint and a prophet, and was unwilling to exasperate 

the multitude by executing him. I incline to think that, where 

we now find Ἰωάνην, there was once a lacuna which was errone- 

ously filled in by that word instead of by ὄχλον ὃς, and that 

the text originally ran thus, ὃ yap Ἡρώδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν ὄχλον ὃς 

εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον καὶ ἅγιον συνετήρει αὐτόν: For Herod 

Seared the people, who, knowing that he was a righteous man 

and a holy, watched over him. The absence of xai before 

συνετήρει in Codex B points to the relative pronoun having 

dropt out before εἰδώς. In the second place, it is strange that 

Herod should listen with pleasure to the very man who was 

reproaching him with his misdeeds. Much more likely is it 

1 See xi. 32. 
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that ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν refers, like the preceding clause, to the 

people, who listened to John’s preaching with pleasure, just as 

they gladly listened to the teaching of Jesus according to the 

narrative of St. Mark, which is couched in almost identical terms 

(xii. 37), καὶ ὁ πολὺς ὄχλος ἤκουεν αὐτοῦ ἡδέως. Lastly, with 

regard to the words καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει, if what I 

have already urged is well founded, they cannot possibly stand 

in their present form, as the subject of ἠπόρει would necessarily 

be ὁ ὄχλος ; nor can they stand even if we assume Ἡρώδης to be 

the subject, for there is no reason why Herod should be said to 

feel any agreeable surprise at John’s discourses—and this is what 

the words must mean if they mean anything—if it is supposed 

that he had already acquired a conviction (εἰδὼς) of the Baptist’s 

righteous and saintly character. Moreover, the variety in the 

readings of our MSS., as shown at the beginning of this para- 

graph, adds considerably to the suspicious appearance of these 

words. What, however, was their original form I am quite unable 

to suggest. 

Mark vi. 21 

Καὶ γενομένης ἡμέρας εὐκαίρου. 

The usual interpretation, and when a convenient [it should be, 

an opportune] day was come, is very wide of the mark. There 

was nothing in the day itself which made it specially oppor- 

tune for bringing about the Baptist’s execution; it was by 

mere accident that the chance presented itself. Had the day 

been considered by Herodias as advantageous, we should have 

expected to find that everything had been arranged beforehand, 

and that her daughter would have promptly answered, there 

and then, Herod’s question without going out to take her 

mother’s advice. Now, the word εὔκαιρος sometimes meant 

empty (see Sophocles’ Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine 

Periods), and in modern Greek εἶμαι εὔκαιρος means both 
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17 am empty and, by an extension of meaning, J am at leisure 

(see Vlachos, v. etxatpos . . . ὃ quia du loisir; libre . . . § vide; 

creux). This second signification it must have also had even at 

the period when the Gospels were written ; for we find that its 

derivative εὐκαιρῶ meant then fo be at leisure (see Sophocles, v. 

εὐκαιρῶ), a meaning which it still retains (see Vlachos, v. εὐκαιρῶλ). 

Hence εὔκαιρος ἡμέρα is an empty day, a day without work, a day 

of leisure, and is a synonym of σχολὴ (=a holiday ; see Sopho- 

cles). Compare also Liddell and Scott, Ὁ. εὐκαιρία -- σχολή. The 

words at the head of this paragraph mean therefore, And on 

a festival day. They were inserted in order to show how it 

chanced that the daughter of Herodias came out to dance, and 

through her dancing prevailed on Herod to behead the Baptist. 

Mark vi. 56 

Kat ὅπου ἂν εἰσεπορεύετο, εἰς κώμας ἢ εἰς πόλεις ἢ εἰς ἀγροὺς, 
2 * = “~ : os A a: fal ἐν ταῖς ἀγοραῖς ἐτίθεσαν τοὺς ἀσθενοῦντας. 

I can understand a market-place in a town, or even in ἃ 

hamlet; but how can there exist a market-place out in the 

ἀγροὶ or open country? 1 have no doubt that instead of ἐν ταῖς 

ἀγοραῖς we must read ἐν ταῖς ἀγυιαῖς (ATYIAIS—ATOPAIS), ἐπ 

the roads. This conjecture is strikingly borne out by the Syr. 

Sin. Codex, in which, according to the translation by Mrs. Lewis, 

we have Wheresoever Jesus entered into cities, or villages, or 

fields, or streets (1 presume that the Syriac word for voads 

means also streets). That the Syr. Sin. gives both fields and 

streets may be accounted for by the circumstance that dyuats 

stood as a correction on the margin of the Greek MSS. from 

which that version was made, and that the translator regarded 

the word not as a correction, but as an addition. A further 

confirmation of my view is to be found in the reading of 

Codex D, ἐν ταῖς πλατείαις. Compare also Acts v. 15, ὥστε καὶ 
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εἰς τὰς πλατείας ἐκφέρειν τοὺς ἀσθενεῖς καὶ τιθέναι ---- Αἰτηοδί a 

repetition of the passage under consideration. 

Mark vi. 3 

Ἐὰν μὴ πυγμῇ νίψωνται τὰς χεῖρας. 

The word πυγμῇ can only mean ὧν or with the fist; and 

to wash one’s hands with one’s fists must be considered, 

despite all the desperate efforts to prove the contrary, a most 

imperfect method of washing. Respecting the usual interpre- 

tation diligently, which is based upon a Syr. version, Dr. 

Bloomfield justly remarks, “It would seem that the Syr. 

translator rendered by guess, and, being in utter ignorance 

of the force of the word, rendered as well as he could.” 

The Syr. Sin. translator, on the other hand, being at a loss 

how to translate, has chosen to ignore the word altogether. 

May not πυγμῇ be a corruption of either ryyn=with fresh 

water from the well (cp. the classical χέρνιψ πηγαῖος), or of 

the word πηγαίῳ Ὁ 

With regard to the latter suggestion, I would refer to 

Hesychius, who states, “πηγαῖον: τὸ ὄστρακον ὃ καὶ ἀρδάνιον 

ὁμοίως λέγεται. Now, ὄστρακον means an earthen vessel, 

and ἀρδάνιον a water-pot; πηγαῖον therefore would mean 

an earthen water - pot; and should this word have existed 

in the passage which we are discussing it would signify a water- 

pot such as, according to John ii. 6, stood in every 

Jewish house, containing the water with which the inmates, 

before eating, or on entering the house after contact in 

the market-place with unclean persons or things, purified 

themselves. 

On palographic grounds, however, the reading πηγῇ is 

much preferable. 
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Mark vi. 11 

KopBav (8 ἐστι δῶρον) ὃ ἂν ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὠφεληθῇς. 

The usual interpretation of this passage, Zhat wherewith 

thou mightest have been profited by me, is so contrived as to 

yield some sort of plausible meaning; but the words in the 

text cannot, without undue straining, be thus construed. The 

straightforward rendering is, Zhat wherewith thou mayst (or 

wilt) be profited by me; and this sense obviously does not suit 

the context. The meaning required is, What 7 may owe you 

is Korban, which we obtain by writing ὀφείληταί σοι instead 

of ὠφεληθῇς. This, I am persuaded, is the genuine reading. 

᾿Οφείλω, in the sense of 7 owe as a duty, is frequent. Cp. 

ὀφείλει in Matt. xxiil. τό. 

Mark vu. 19 

Καθαρίζον πάντα τὰ βρώματα. 

The meaning οἵ βρώματα has been misunderstood in this 

passage. No doubt the usual signification of βρῶμα is meat; 

but it also signifies vottenness, being another form of βρῶμος 

or (less correctly) βρόμος, which means stench. See Sophocles’ 

Lexicon, in which the verb βρωμῶ is also cited in the sense 

of 4o stink. These words are, of course, derived from βιβρώσκε- 

σθαι, to be eaten by worms.2 And inasmuch as what is infested 

by worms is putrid and noisome, βεβρωμένος has come to 

mean votten (Josh. ix. 5, καὶ ὃ ἄρτος αὐτῶν----ξηρὸς καὶ εὑρωτιῶν 

καὶ βεβρωμένος), offensive, and the nouns from the same root 

to mean vottenness, and then stench. In modern Greek the 

verb βρωμῶ exists unaltered in the sense of 20 stink (Viachos, 

“ βρωμῶ' sentir mauvais; puer”), whilst the noun, in the 

1 ΩΦΕΛΗΘΗΣ--ΟΦΕΙ ΛΉΤΑΙΣΟΙ. 

3 Cp. Isa, li. 8, ὡς ἔρια βρωθήσονται ὑπὸ σητός. 



VII. 26, VIII. 84 1Χ.1] ST. MARK 15 

feminine form βρώμα, is a specific term for both stench and 

jilth (Viachos, “ βρώμα" mauvaise odeur, ὃ saleté; ordure”). 

Thus καθαρίζον πάντα τὰ βρώματα means which thing (or 

circumstance) clears away all impurities. The syntax is clearly 

explained by Dr. Bloomfield in accordance with Fritzsche’s 

view. 

Mark vir. 26 

‘H δὲ γυνὴ ἦν Ἑλληνὶς Συροφοινίκισσα. 

The only correct formation of the compound word both in 

classical and modern Greek, in so far as the copulative vowel 

is concerned, is Συροφοινίκισσα, as it is found in several MSS. ; 

and it would have been impossible for any Greek of any period, 

whether educated or illiterate, to utter it differently. Whence 

then comes it that in some MSS., including Codex B, we find 

the utterly barbarous Συραφοινίκισσα with a as a copulative 

vowel? The prevalence of this reading is exceedingly strange. 

It seems to me to point to an error in the text; and I suspect 

that the Evangelist wrote, ἡ δὲ γυνὴ ἦν Ἑλληνὶς χήρα, Φοινίκισσα, 

And the woman was a Greek widow from Phenicia. The 

reading χήρα has been preserved in the Syr. Sin., which, accord- 

ing to Mrs. Lewis, reads, This woman was a widow. Some 

editors divide the word Συραφοινίκισσα into Svpa Φοινίκισσα ; but 

this expedient only creates another difficulty, since it makes 

wpa precede instead of following Φοινίκισσα, as it should do in 

conformity with the order Φοινίκισσα ἐκ Συρίας. 

Mark vir. 34-1x. 1 

It is likely that the whole of this passage is a later addition, 

transferred to this place from Matt. xvi. 24 ff. Its style is quite 

unlike that of St. Mark; but my chief reason for thinking it to 

be an interpolation is that, as we shall see further on, the word 
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δώσει is impossible in Matt. xvi. 26, and is a corruption of 

δέξεται. Here, however, the word δῷ or dot equally militates 

against common sense ; and, as it is impossible for paleeographical 

reasons to regard it as a corruption of δέξηται, we must conclude 

that its presence is due to the word δώσει having been copied 

in an altered form from Matt.; and, if so, it must necessarily 

have been brought in together with the whole passage, with 

which it is organically connected. 

Mark ix. 10 

Καὶ τὸν λόγον ἐκράτησαν. 

It is to be observed that in some other passages where our 

Lord, in conversing with his disciples, refers to his approaching 

death and subsequent resurrection, the Evangelists remark that 

his intimations were not understood. Thus lower down, ver. 32, 

he makes such an allusion, and the comment is ot δὲ ἠγνόουν 

τὸ ῥῆμα. I think, therefore, that originally we had here καὶ τὸν 

λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν (οὐκ having dropt out before ἐκ owing to 

a certain similarity of sound), which would mean, and they did 

not understand the saying. This conjecture is confirmed by 

Luke xviii. 31, a passage which seems to have been suggested 

by the comment in Mark; for it will be observed that as St. 

Mark says, ὅταν ὃ vids τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστῇ" καὶ τὸν 

λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν, so St. Luke writes, τελεσθήσεται πάντα τῷ 

υἱῷ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου: παραδοθήσεται γὰρ---καὶ ἀναστήσεται: καὶ αὐτοὶ 

οὐδὲν τούτων συνῆκαν. 

Κρατεῖν in the sense of fo understand is a Latinism 
reproducing the verb fexere, a similar Latinism occurring 

in connection with the verb βαστάζειν, a synonym of κρατεῖν, 

in John xvi. 12. Compare also χωρεῖν in Matt. xix. 11, 
(where see Weiss’s note), as a translation of the Latin verb 
capere. 
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The particle od is rather apt to fall out of, or to be deducted 

from, or to be added to, the text. An indisputable case occurs 

in Codex B, which in Luke xiv. 27 gives ὅστις οὖν βαστάζει 

instead of ὅστις οὖν οὐ βαστάζει. Similarly in Matt. viii. 30 we 

find ἣν δὲ μακρὰν instead of ἦν δ᾽ οὐ μακρὰν, a reading proposed 

by de Béeze and preserved in Latin versions. Dr. Hort in his 

Introduction, p. 124, remarks: “A bolder form of correction is 

the insertion of a negative particle, as in Luke xi. 48 and Rom. 

iv. 19; or its omission, as in Matt. xxi. 32 (od being easily lost, 

it is true, after rod); Rom. v. 14; Gal. ii. 5, v. 8.) Two similar 

cases exist in John v. 47 and xv. 20, where we should, I believe, 

write in the former instance, εἰ δὲ τοῖς ἐκείνου γράμμασιν πιστεύετε 

(MSS. οὐ πιστεύετε), πῶς τοῖς ἐμοῖς ῥήμασιν οὐ (MSS. without the 

negative) πιστεύετε, and in the other, εἰ δὲ τὸν λόγον μου οὐκ 

ἐτήρησαν, καὶ τὸν ὑμέτερον οὐ τηρήσουσι (MSS. without the nega- 

tives in both members of the sentence). 

Maxx 1x. 39 

Οὐδεὶς γὰρ---δυνήσεται ταχὺ κακολογῆσαί pe. 

The word ταχὺ is wrongly rendered gusckly. It is a synonym 

of αὔριον, and in this passage means on some future day, which 

is often the meaning of αὔριον also. Compare Josh. iv. 6, ὅταν 

ἐρωτᾷ σε ὃ vids σου αὔριον ; xxii. 27, οὐκ ἐροῦσι τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν--- 

αὔριον, etc. Ταχὺ in the sense of αὔριον or πρωὶ (cp. the German 

Morgen) occurs likewise in Isa. lviii. 8, τότε ῥαγήσεται πρώϊμον 

(? πρωϊνὸν) τὸ φῶς σου καὶ τὰ ἰάματά σου ταχὺ ἀνατελεῖ; and is 

still so used in modern Greek, either in the form of ταχὺ or 

of ταχιά, A popular rhyme says: 

ἄλλα λένε τὸ βραδὺ 

ke ἄλλα κάνουν τὸ ταχύ; 

that is, one thing they say in the evening and another they do in 

2 



18 ST, MARK [Ix. 49 

the morning. Byzantios, in his Modern Greek Lexicon, gives 

“ταχειὰ---ταχύ. Ἔπ., ἴδε Αὔριον καὶ Πουρνόν." See also Janna- 

rakis’s Deutsch-Neugriechisches Handworterbuch, v. Morgen. 

Mark ix. 49 

Πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται. 

Some wonderful feats of exegesis have been performed to 

explain how a man can be salted with fire; but the ingenuity of 

the commentators is out of place in dealing with a passage 

found in a narrative so simple and direct as St. Mark’s Gospel, 

and furnishes in itself a presumption that their explanations 

are wrong. The truth, I believe, is that the text is corrupt, 

and that instead of ἁλισθήσεται we ought to write ἁγνισθήσεται, 

—an allusion to purification as by fire, that is, as complete a 

purification as that to which silver and gold are submitted by 

means of fire (Num. xxxi. 23, πᾶν πρᾶγμα ὃ διελεύσεται ἐν πυρὶ 

καὶ καθαρισθήσεται ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ ὕδατι τοῦ ἁγνισμοῦ ἁγνισθήσεται). 

Such a metaphor we also find in Isa. i. 25, ἐπάξω τὴν χεῖρά μου 

ἐπὶ σὲ καὶ πυρώσω eis καθαρόν ; Zech. xiil. 9, πυρώσω αὐτοὺς ὡς 

πυροῦται τὸ ἀργύριον καὶ δοκιμῶ αὐτοὺς ὡς δοκιμάζεται τὸ χρυσίον. 

Similarly Matt. iii, 11 says, αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει (= ἁγνίσει 

βαπτίζων) ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί. For dyvifew instead of 
καθαρίζειν as applied to fire, cf. Num. xix. 17, τῆς σποδιᾶς τῆς 

κατακεκαυμένης TOD ἁγνισμοῦ. 

The sentence πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται is very loosely 
connected with what precedes it, and seems a later addition 

suggested by the mention of πῦρ in ver. 48. Similarly, when 
ἁγνισθήσεται became ἁλισθήσεται, then the words καλὸν τὸ ἅλας... 
ἀρτύσετε, which follow and which do not suit the context, were 
imported in a modified form into this place from the familiar 
passage of Luke xiv. 34, where they form part of quite a 
different theme; and these words seem at length to have 
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occasioned a further addition, namely, that of the exhortation 

ἔχετε---ἀλλήλοις. 

Mark x. 23 

Λέγει----πῶς δυσκόλως---εἰσελεύσονται. 

In this passage πῶς is wrongly translated Low; it is used with 

a declarative force, being an equivalent to ὅτι, that, It is thus 

that Matthew (xix. 23) understood it, for he says, λέγω ὑμῖν ὍΤΙ 

πλούσιος δυσκόλως εἰσελεύσετα. In modern Greek πῶς (more 

correctly πὼς) is really the only declarative particle used collo- 

quially, and Dr. Jannaris (Hist. Gr. Gr., App. VI. § 13) gives 

instances of its use from a period as early as the first and second 

centuries. In the Gospels I cannot trace another clear example 

of this usage. Luke xviii. 24, it is true, repeats πῶς, but it is not 

clear that he did not misunderstand its force in Mark x. 23, and 

so employed it in an exclamative sense. Similarly, though in 

Mark x. 23 there is nothing in the syntax of λέγει αὐτοῖς, τέκνα, 

πῶς δύσκολόν ἐστι to prevent us from regarding πῶς as declarative 

(cp. Mark i. 4o, λέγων αὐτῷ, Κύριε, ὅτι, ἐὰν θέλῃς, δύνῃ με καθαρίσαι ; 

Luke xiii. 23, εἶπε δέ τις αὐτῷ, Κύριε, εἰ ὀλίγοι of σωζόμενοι ; xxii. 

49, εἶπαν, Κύριε, εἰ πατάξομεν), still the passage appears to be an 

importation from St. Luke, and the particle must be understood 

in the sense in which St. Luke used it. It is likely, however, 

that the declarative use of πῶς in the Gospels was originally much 

more extended than would now appear, and that when their 

language was gradually revised towards classicism πῶς was often 

changed into ὅτι. 

Marx x. 40 

TS δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν pou ἢ ἐξ εὐωνύμων οὐκ ἔστιν ἐμὸν 

δοῦναι, ἀλλ᾽ οἷς ἡτοίμασται. 

As the text stands at present there is only one construc- 

tion possible, which is to connect ἐστὶν both with ἐμὸν and 
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with οἷς ἡτοίμασται, and only one rendering is possible, 

But to sit on my right hand or on my left hand it ts not in my 

power to give, but in the power of those for whom it has been 

prepared. What we obviously require is this, But fo sit on my 

right hand or on my left hand I may not give to other than 

those for whom it has been prepared. Therefore it seems to 

me that we must read, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐμὸν δοῦναι ἄλλοις ἢ ἡτοίμασται 

(or ἄλλοις ἢ οἷς ἡτοίμασται). 

Respecting ἐμὸν, it seems to be due to the attraction of 

τὸ δὲ καθίσαι. Strictly speaking, we should have expected ἐμοὶ 

in its place. 

Mark x1. 3 

Καὶ εὐθὺς ἀποστέλλει πάλιν αὐτὸν ὧδε. 

It is clear that the sense required is what we find in Matt. 

xxi. 3, namely, that if the disciples state that the Lord has need 

of the colt, its owner will at once send it; and not that the 

owner would only allow it to be led away upon a promise that it 

will at once be sent back again. I therefore suspect that in 

the place of πάλιν αὐτὸν there once stood τὸν πῶλον (IQAON— 

TIAAIN.) 
Mark xu. 1 

Πύργον. 

The meaning of this word is misunderstood. It does not 

signify @ fower, but a country villa with an upper storey. In this 

sense it is still used in modern Greek. Such villas were formerly 

very frequent in Greece, and were built, as described in this 

passage, with a wine-press underneath. They are still to be met 

with occasionally. 

Mark xu. 9 

Kat δώσει τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἄλλοις. 

There is no suggestion of the vineyard being given away, 

but of its being let out; κἀκδώσει should, therefore, be read 
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instead of καὶ δώσει. The word is correctly transmitted in 

ver. 1; Matt. xxi. 33, 41, καὶ τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἐκδώσεται ἄλλοις ; 

Luke xx. 9. The error appears to be a very old one, as it is 

repeated in the parallel passage of Luke xx. 16. 

Mark xu. 24 

Οὐ διὰ τοῦτο πλανᾶσθε μὴ εἰδότες τὰς γραφάς ; 

Commentators justify the interrogative form by a reference 

to xi. 17. But the question in that passage implies an affirma- 

tion, whereas here it is put as though there were some hesitancy 

and doubt in the mind of Jesus; and such a feeling is entirely 

inconsistent with the context. The words οὐ διὰ τοῦτο are 

corrupt, and should be changed into οὐδενὸς τούτων. Our 

Lord was asked whose wife the woman would be, and he 

answers, She shall be the wife of none of them. 

The corruption has been brought about by the practice 

which scribes had (1) of writing the numeral A instead of πρῶτος, 

els (see Cobet, Variae Lectiones, p. 122); and (2) of indicating a 

final N at the end of a line by a dash drawn over the preceding 

vowel. ‘Thus the text 

originally had OYAATOYTO 

which was read OYAIATOYTO 

instead of OYAENO® TOYTON. 

Marx xu. 38 

Ἔν στολαῖς περιπατεῖν. 

The great Reiske conjectured στοαῖς ; and this suggestion 

is now confirmed by the Syr. Sin. From a note printed on 

the margin of Mrs. Lewis’s translation, I understand that this 

document uses the Greek word itself. 
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Mark xiv. 3 

NdpSou πιστικῆς. 

I need not stop to prove the impossibility of rendering 

πιστικῆς either as genuine or liguid, since others have already 

performed this task far more thoroughly than I could. I will at 

once say that the word which the Evangelist wrote was πιεστικῆς. 

The word πιεστὴ or πιεστικὴ is not recorded in dictionaries, 

nor have I been able to trace it in other books; but we have 

(1) the verb πιέζω in the sense of 29 press (for the purpose of 

extracting), cp. Micah vi. 15, σὺ πιέσεις ἐλαίαν καὶ οὐ μὴ ἀλείψῃ 

ἔλαιον ; and (2) the noun πίεσμα, respecting which Sophocles 

says, “πίεσμα.. .. extract in pharmacy (Deosco. i, 106).” In 

Geoponicon (xx. 28) we also find μυροβολάνου πίεσμα, though in 

this case the word denotes not the extract itself, but the pulp 

left after pressing. Thus an extract of vapSos would be νάρδου 

πίεσμα OF νάρδος πιεστὴ (Compare στακτή) ; and νάρδος πιεστικὴ 

would mean exactly the same thing, though the adjective is 

formed as if it meant of an extracted hind. Cp. Ex. xxxvii. 21, τὰ 

ὑφαντὰ καὶ τὰ ῥαφιδευτὰ καὶ τὰ ποικιλτικὰ (instead of ποικιλτά) ; 

cp. also Ex. xxx. 25, μύρον μυρεψικόν ; 35, θυμίαμα μυρεψικόν. 

What, of course, was poured over the head of our Lord was 

not the extract of vdpdos itself, but oil which was strongly im- 

pregnated with an infusion of that perfume; it was a σκευασία 

ἐλαίου ἡδύσματος (Eccles. x. 1). 

Mark xiv. 41 

᾿Απέχει, ἦλθεν ἡ ὥρα. 

it is enough, the favourite rendering of ἀπέχει, is derived 

from the Vulgate. But though the whole range of Greek 

literature has been ransacked in search of passages where 

ἀπέχει might signify suficit, only two examples have been 
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found, namely, Anacr, xxvii. 33, and Cyr. Hag. it. 9. This 

dearth in the case of an expression in such frequent use as 

Enough is most extraordinary, seeing that it cannot be urged 

in this instance that a word belonging to vulgar Greek must 

have been constantly altered in our MSS. Even the passages 

discovered are hardly trustworthy. In Axacreon, Stephanus 

was most likely right in conjecturing ἄπεχε; and in Cyril the 

context seems to require ἀπέχω. Then again the attempt to 

explain how ἀπέχει has come to mean swfficit has not proved 

a success. Besides, as the word is placed in the text, no 

reader or hearer could help connecting it with ὥρα, thus mis- 

understanding the whole passage as meaning the hour is distant 

(this being the usual sense of ἀπέχει), 22 has come. Why, 

moreover, should not the Evangelist have said ἀρκεῖ, so as not 

to occasion such a misunderstanding? Further, even if ἀπέχει 

meant sufficit, it would not at all suit the context; and the 

explanations so far given are based upon guesses and far- 

fetched subtleties. Lastly, MSS. tradition varies considerably 

in this passage. 

I agree with M. Biljon that “lectio absurda est.” Now, 

what is likely to have been written under the circumstances 

narrated in the Gospel? Our Lord announces the approaching 

end of his life, and in the Scriptures such proclamations of 

impending great events are generally invested with additional 

solemnity by being twice, or even thrice, reiterated. Thus 

we have in Mark himself, i. 15, πεπλήρωται ὃ καιρὸς καὶ ἤγγικεν 

ἡ βασιλεία. Cp. also Ezek. vii. 12, ἥκει ὃ καιρὸς, ἰδοὺ ἡ ἡμέρα; 

xxi. 25, ἥκει ἡ ἡμέρα ἐν καιρῷ ἀδικίας, πέρας ; XXX. 3, ἐγγὺς ἡμέρα 

τοῦ Κυρίου--- πέρας ἐθνῶν ἔσται ; vii. 3, ἥκει τὸ πέρας ἐπὶ σὲ---ἧκει 

ὁ καιρὸς, ἤγγικεν ἦ ἡμέρα. What we, therefore, require is a word 

of a similar import to that of ἦλθεν ; and the want is, I believe, 

met by ἐπέστη. Cp. 2 Tim. iv. 6, ὁ καιρὸς τῆς ἀναλύσεώς pov 

ἐφ στηκεν ; Luke xxi. 34, προσέχετε μήποτε --- ἐπιστῇ --- ἡμέρα 
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ἐκείνη; 1 Thess. v. 3, ἐφίσταται αὐτοῖς ὄλεθρος. This word was 

first misread into ἀπέστη, and from ἀπέστη it finally became 

ἀπέχει. Exactly the same fluctuation between ἀπέχει and ἀπέστη 

is found in Mark vii. 6. My conjecture is amply supported by 

MSS. authority. One old Latin version gives adest jinis, ventt 

hora; a Syriac version gives appropinguavit finis et venit hora 

(see Tischendorf’s eighth edition); and, most important of all, 

the Syr. Sin. has the hour is come, the end is at hand. In fact, 

from these readings and that of D, which gives ἀπέχει τὸ τέλος 

καὶ ἡ po, and on the strength of the passages from Ezekiel 

quoted above, one might further infer that the text originally 

ran thus, ἐπέστη τὸ τέλος, ἦλθεν ἡ ὥρα. 

But how has the Latin version sufficit arisen? We have 

seen in my note on Mark i. 6 that in the New Testament we 

constantly find words replaced by their synonyms. Now, a 

synonym of ἐπέστη is φθάνει, which the Latin translator prob- 

ably found in the text as a varia Jlectio, and which he rendered 

by suficit. For in modern Greek φθάνει (really φτάνει) means 

not only advent but also sufficit (Vlachos, “ φθάνω, arriver . 

§ suffire”), and apparently vulgar Greek has had the word in 

both these meanings from the days when the Gospels were 

written. It is true that in the literature of those times no 

instances of the use of φθάνει in the sense of sufficit seem to 

have been traced hitherto; but this failure is not surprising 

if we consider how old is the art of tampering with colloquial 

Greek and replacing its peculiarities by classical words and forms. 

I may, in conclusion, add that the preceding phrase, καθεύδετε 

Todorov καὶ ἀναπαύεσθε, is badly translated by Sleep on now 

and take your rest, Todourdv is equivalent to οὖν (just as in 

modern Greek), and the passage is well explained by Sophocles, 

v, λοιπὸν, as implying a rebuke. It should be rendered, Do ye 

then sleep and rest? 1.6. this is not a time for sleep and rest; 

for, behold, the hour is come, and the Son of Man is betrayed. 
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Mark xiv. 51 

Neavickos τις συνηκολούθει αὐτῷ περιβεβλημένος σινδόνα ἐπὶ 

γυμνοῦ: καὶ κρατοῦσιν αὐτὸν, ὁ δὲ καταλιπὼν τὴν σινδόνα γυμνὸς 

ἔφυγεν. 

The usual interpretation of the words ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ, over his 

naked body, presupposes an ellipsis, the words understood being 

Tod σώματος : but no example has been adduced illustrative of 

this ellipsis, nor apparently does the phrase ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ τοῦ 

σώματος occur elsewhere. In Greek, in order to convey the 

notion close upon the skin, the words ἐν χρῷ or ἐπὶ χρωτὸς, or 

some similar combination, would have to be used, and such a 

phrase is in fact found in Lev. xvi. 4, περισκελὲς λινοῦν ἔσται ἐπὶ 

τοῦ χρωτὸς αὐτοῦ. Not only is the expression ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ singular, 

but it is difficult to believe that any man would have adopted 

such peculiar outdoor attire as a mantle over his skin, which 

seems to imply that while in the house he was nude. Add to 

this, that if the incident really occurred as it is narrated in our 

present text, we should reluctantly have had to conclude that the 

only object of the young man in relating his curious adventure 

was to represent himself in a humorous light. 

The fact of the matter, however, is that the words ἐπὶ 

γυμνοῦ are corrupt, and have assumed this form under the 

influence of γυμνὸς in ver. 52, which was wrongly taken in its 

literary sense as meaning ~aked, whereas here it means without 

his cloak, i.e. γυμνὸς τῆς σινδόνος. Liddell and Scott, v. γυμνὸς, 

state: “In common language γυμνὸς meant lightly clad, 1.6. 

in the undergarment only (χιτὼν), without the ἱμάτιον. The 

correct reading, I have no doubt, is σινδόνα ἀπ᾿ Αἰγύπτου, 1.6. a 

cloak of Egyptian linen. Cp. Ezek. xxvii. 7, βύσσος μετὰ ποικιλίας 

ἐξ Αἰγύπτου. As is well known (see Encycl. Biblica, ὁ. “ Linen”), 

the finer qualities of linen cloth (σινδὼν or βύσσος) were the 

products of Egypt. What the Evangelist wished to convey 
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is now clear, namely, that he wore on the eventful night a cloak 

of Egyptian linen, and that he owed his escape to the sacrifice 

of this costly garment, which he left in the hands of the hostile 

crowd to wrangle over. The paleographical resemblance be- 

tween ΑΠΑΙΓΎΠΤΟΥ (or AIETYIITOY) and EIMTYMNOY is 

close enough to have caused the error if the writing had become 

faint, especially when the copyist was, as I suggest, under the 

influence of the γυμνὸς close by. 

Marx xiv. 72 

Kai ἐπιβαλὼν ἔκλαιε. 

The usual interpretation of ἐπιβαλὼν, and when he thought 

thereon, cannot possibly stand. Though ἐπιβάλλω (or ἐπιβάλλω 

τὴν διάνοιαν) is applicable to mental action, it does not mean 

merely fo think on, but to ponder over; and Peter had no need 

to ponder over the words of Jesus and argue out their application. 

He would be overcome with grief if only they suddenly flashed 

on his mind. I incline to think that ἐπιβαλὼν means ἐπιβαλὼν 

“9d ἱμάτιον or ἐπίβλημα, having drawn on his cloak ; that is, having 

drawn it over his head or face. In great grief it was usual with 

the Jews to cover their heads or faces (see Encycl. Bidl., v. 

“ Mourning”). What has probably misled commentators is 

that classical Greek, in order to express this idea, would have 

used the middle voice, ze. ἐπιβαλόμενος. But see Gen. xxxviii. 

14, περιέβαλε τὸ θέριστρον καὶ éxaAAwricato. Similarly we find 

Deut. xxiii. 13, καὶ ἐπαγαγὼν καλύψεις τὴν ἀσχημοσύνην σου (ἃ 

passage which has likewise been misunderstood). 
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Marr. 1. 6 

Βηθλεὲμ, γῆ ᾿Ιούδα, οὐδαμῶς ἐλαχίστη ef ἐν τοῖς ἡγεμόσιν 

Ἰιούδα. 

If Bethlehem is to be regarded as one of the princes of Judah, 

as is commonly supposed, it is strange that instead of ἐλαχίστη 

the text does not give us ἐλάχιστος. To me—whatever may 

be stated in Micah, either in Hebrew, of which I am ignorant, 

or in the Septuagint—it seems clear that what the Evangelist 

wished to convey is that Bethlehem was not the least of the 

chief cities of Judzea, since it was to give a king to Israel. He 

should, therefore, have written ἡγεμονίσιν (supply πόλεσιν). An 

ἡγεμονὶς πόλις is a princely city, a capital; cp. Strabo, 371, τὰς 

ἡγεμονίδας οὔσας δύο πόλεις. Whether, however, he actually did 

write that form or not is doubtful, for he may have used 

ἡγεμόσιν as a feminine, in the same way as we find MS. A 

giving, in Mark vii, 26, not Ἑλληνὶς, but Ἕλλην, a form which 

is evidently a grammatical slip, and not a reminiscence of 

poetic classical Greek. 

Marr. wm. 11 

Ἐγὼ μὲν ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω ἐν ὕδατι εἰς μετάνοιαν. 

When a man came for baptism, he wished to be purified 

of sin, and he must, therefore, have already acknowledged his 
29 
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sins and repented of them. But the words εἰς μετάνοιαν, mean- 

ing as they do for ¢he purpose of repentance, reverse the order 

of things, and make baptism precede repentance. They cannot, 

accordingly, be right, and must be interpolated. That the same 

words are an interpolation in Matt. ix. 13 and Luke iii. 16, is 

proved by their absence from some of the best MSS. 

Marr. ν. 14 

Οὐ ϑύναται πόλις κρυβῆναι ἐπάνου ὄρους κειμένη. 

This saying also seems to be an interpolation, for it is out 

of harmony with the specific teaching of Jesus in this passage. 

The burden of the context is that the disciples are not to 

conceal their lives from the world because their good works 

resemble a lamp which does not serve its purpose if it is hid; 

whereas the force of the proverb concerning the city set on a 

hill is that those whose lives are conspicuous must be good 

because their actions cannot be kept out of sight. In the one 

case there must be no concealment because the life is good; 

in the other the life must be good because there can be no 

concealment. It is in this sense that Clement (see Preuschen’s 

Antilegomena, p. 82) makes use of the proverb, χρὴ οὖν τὴν 

ἐκκλησίαν ὡς πόλιν ἐν ὕψει φκοδομημένην φιλόθεον ἔχειν τάξιν 

καὶ διοίκησιν καλήν. It is not surprising, therefore, that in the 

parallel passages of St. Mark (iv. 21) and St. Luke (viii. 16) 
the saying does not appear. 

Marr, v. 28 

Πᾶς ὁ βλέπων γυναῖκα πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν ἤδη ἐμοίχευσεν 
αὐτήν. 

The words πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν are capable of meaning 
either (1) with intent to desire her (cp. vi. 1), or (2) in proportion 
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to his desire (2 Cor. v. 10). Neither rendering yields a satis- 

factory sense, for (1) desire grows out of sight, and does not 

precede it; and (2) not only does the man who looks at a 

woman in proportion to his desires sin, but he also who simply 

desires, however little he may look at the object of his desire. 

To me it seems that 6 βλέπων γυναῖκα is the exact equivalent 

of the modern Greek phrase ὅποιος κοιτάζει γυναῖκα (γυναῖκα 

being used in a collective sense instead of τὶς γυναῖκες), which 

does not signify merely he who looks at women, but also he who 

pays attention, who is not indifferent, to women. ἘΒλέπειν in this 

case means ἐφιστάναι τὸ ὄμμα (cp. Prov. ix. 18, μηδὲ ἐπιστήσῃς 

τὸ σὸν ὄμμα πρὸς αὐτήν). Further, instead of πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι 

the correct reading is, I think, πρὸ τοῦ ἐπιθυμῆσαι. The passage 

would thus mean: Whoever looks at a woman he, before desiring: 

her, has already sinned. By a somewhat similar hyperbole 

it is said in Wisd. vi. 13 of Wisdom, that φθάνει τοὺς ἐπιθυ- 

μοῦντας προγνωσθῆναι = προγινώσκεται πρὸ τοῦ τινα ἐπιθυμῆσαι 

αὐτῆς. Cp. also Matt. vi. 8, ofdev γὰρ ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὧν χρείαν 

ἔχετε πρὸ τοῦ ἀνοῖξαι τὸ στόμα (so Codex Ὁ). 

Marr. vi. 5 

a a a , a - 
φιλοῦσιν ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαις καὶ ἐν ταῖς γωνίαις τῶν πλατειῶν 

-ο-Οπροσεύχεσθαι, ὅπως φανῶσιν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις. 

No ostentation seems to be involved in the act of praying 

in a synagogue, where people congregate for devotional purposes ; 

but it would be a different thing to stand and pray in the road. 

I thought, therefore, at first that instead of συναγωγαῖς we 

should perhaps read ἀγυιαῖς, a word which has in another 

place (Mark vi. 56) been corrupted. We should thus have 

streets and roads joined together as in Luke xiv. 21, εἰς ras 

πλατείας καὶ ῥύμας ; Isa. xv. 3, ἐν ταῖς πλατείας αὐτῆς καὶ ἐν ταῖς 

ῥύμαις αὐτῆς. But for paleographic reasons συνοχαῖς is far 
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more probable, and suits the context admirably, ie. At the 

meeting-points and in nooks of the streets, or, in other words, 

everywhere in the streets. The scribe seems to have been led 

into error by carrying in his mind ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ῥύμαις 

which he had just copied in ver. 2, where, however, συναγωγαῖς 

is in its proper place. 

Marr. vi. 11 

Τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον. 

Scaliger has already derived ἐπιούσιον from ἐπιέναι, and I 

hold it to be another form of the participle ἐπιόντα, just as 

περιούσιον, ἑκούσιον are alternative forms of περιόντα, ἑκόντα. It 

means which falls to our share, and has the same force as 

ἐπιβάλλον and ἐπιβάλλοντα in Luke xv. 12, τὸ ἐπιβάλλον μέρος 

τῆς οὐσίας, and 1 Macc. x. 30, Tod ἡμίσους τοῦ καρποῦ --- τοῦ 

ἐπιβάλλοντός μοι. In their intransitive sense ἐπιβάλλειν and 

ἐπιέναι are often synonymous. Thus in respect of time they 

both mean /o follow, to come on (cp. 2 Macc. xii. 38, τῆς ἐβδο- 

μάδος τῆς ἐπιβαλλούσης, and 1 Chron. xx. 1, ἐν τῷ ἐπιόντι ἔτει) ; 

and they also coincide in the significations οἵ 20 attack, and 

to occur to one’s mind (ὅταν ἐπιβάλλῃ.---- σκέψις), as any one 

may see by a reference to Liddell and Scott. Hence I conclude 

that they are likewise synonymous in the sense of ζ fall fo one’s 

share. Thus explained, τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον is identical 

with the Hebrew of that part of Prov. xxx. 8 which, in the margin 

of the Revised Version, is translated he dread of my portion (see 

Encycl. Bibl, ὁ. “ Lord’s Prayer”). 

Marr. vi. 22 

«Απλοῦς. 

This word simply means ἀγαθὸς, good, as is shown both by 

the antithesis to the following πονηρὸς, and by the use of διπλό- 

τερον in xxiii. 15, where it plainly signifies χείρονα. 
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Marr. vit 6 

Μὴ δῶτε τὸ ἅγιον τοῖς κυσὶν μηδὲ βάλητε τοὺς μαργαρίτας 

ὑμῶν ἔμπροσθεν τῶν χοίρων. 

In spite of all efforts to make good sense of this passage, 

it still remains pointless as it stands. Taking the latter part 

of the verse, we could understand an injunction not to cast 

pearls before swine as food, if pearls were a kind of dainty 

prized by men, though not likely to be appreciated by swine. 

But, however foolish a man might be, why should he think 

that he treated swine well in giving them pearls to eat, when 

he himself never ate pearls? As regards the first part of the 

sentence, if ἅγιον means consecrated meat, as is generally sup- 

posed, we are left to wonder why it should irritate dogs to be 

given such food, when the probability is that, as dogs are very 

fond of meat, they would be conciliated and made friendly by 

being offered such choice morsels. But the absurdity of the 

present reading will, I think, be best made apparent by my 

explaining how the passage originally stood, at least in so 

far as the second part of the verse is concerned. 

There seems to have been current among the Jews a proverb 

applicable to cases of misplaced kindness or favour, which ran 

thus: Deck not a hog with a nose ornament, Luckily, this 

saying has been preserved in Prov. xi. 22, ὥσπερ ἐνώτιον ἐν 

ῥινὶ ὑὸς, οὕτως γυναικὶ κακόφρονι κάλλος, as is a fewel in a swine’s 

snout, so is beauty in a silly woman. From Ezek. xvi. 12, καὶ 

ἔδωκα ἐνώτιον περὶ τὸν μυκτῆρά cov, it is clear that among Jewish 

women the fashion obtained of wearing jewellery in the nose, 

a custom which still prevails in India, where such ornaments 

are either rings or pearls. The proverb, in allusion to this 

fashion, declares that it is favour misplaced to adorn swine 

with nose-rings which can only be valued by women. Now, 

3 
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it must be observed—(1) that βάλλειν means not only Zo cas?, 

but also ¢o place, to put (in which sense only it is used in modern 

Greek) ; cp. Mark vii. 33, ἔβαλε τοὺς δακτύλους εἰς τὰ ὦτα, etc. ; 

and (2) that, in our MSS. of the New Testament, we find several 

instances where the reading fluctuates between ἔμπροσθεν and 

ἐνώπιον (cp. Mark ii. 12; Luke xii. 9; Acts x. 4), as well as 

between ἐναντίον καὶ ἐνώπιον (cp. Mark ii. 12; Luke i. 6), 

showing that ἐνώπιον, not being classical enough, was often 

altered. If, then, in the passage under consideration we take 

μὴ βάλητε in the sense of do not put, and replace ἔμπροσθεν 

by the correction ἘΝΏΠΙΟΝ, and again consider this as a corrup- 

tion of ENOQTION (see the passages quoted above from Proverbs 

and Ezekiel), we at once obtain a rational meaning, Put not your 

pearls as ornaments in a swine’s snout. This emendation would 

further necessitate the change of χοίρων to χοίροις. Owing to 

this genitive I had long considered whether, instead of ἐνώτιον, 

we should not read ἐν ταῖς ῥισὶν or ἐν τοῖς ῥώθωσιν (cp. Ezek. 

XVi. 12, καὶ ἔδωκα ἐνώτιον περὶ τὸν μυκτῆρά cov); but, on palzo- 

graphic grounds, ἐνώτιον and χοίροις seem to be far more likely. 

The probability of my suggestion is increased by the. words 

“turn and rend you”; for, to pierce the nose of a swine might 

very well bring about this result. 

It is more difficult to guess what is hidden under μὴ δῶτε τὸ 

ἅγιον τοῖς κυσίν. It is possible that τὸ ἅγιον is a corruption of 

τρίχαπτον ; but I shall refrain from further discussing this sug- 

gestion until I feel more confident of its correctness than I do 

at present. 

Marr. vit. 15 

Ἔρχονται---ἐν ἐνδύμασι προβάτων, ἔσωθεν δέ εἰσιν λύκοι ἅρπαγες. 

As neither do sheep clothe themselves nor was it the dress 

which gave the prophets their pious appearance, the reading 
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ἐνδύμασι cannot stand. The meaning, of course, is that the 

false prophets Zook as meek and innocent as lambs, but that 

their true nature is that of wolves. I think, therefore, that the 

original reading was ἐν εἴδεσι προβάτων. Cp. Luke iii. 22, 

καταβῆναι τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον σωματικῷ εἴδει ὡς περιστερὰν 

(? περιστερᾶς); Ezek. i. 26, ὁμοίωμα ὡς εἶδος ἀνθρώπου ; Prov. 

Vii, 10, ἡ δὲ γυνὴ συναντᾷ αὐτῷ εἶδος ἔχουσα πορνικόν ; Judg. 

viii. 18, ὡς εἶδος μορφὴ υἱῶν βασιλέων ; Num. xi. 7, τὸ εἶδος αὐτοῦ 

εἶδος κρυστάλλου. 

Marr. vir. 9 

"Ανθρωπός εἰμι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν----ἔχων ὅπ’ ἐμαυτὸν στρατιώτας. 

I see from Μ. Biljon’s edition that Dr. Holwerda has con- 

jectured ἐπ᾽ ἐξουσίας. The alteration of ὑπὸ into ἐπὶ is clearly 

required by the context, and had already been suggested in a 

volume entitled Conjectures on the New Testament, which was 

published in London in 1772. A similar corruption can be seen 

in Mark iv. 21, where in Codex Β ὑπὸ τὴν λυχνίαν was at first 

written instead of ἐπὶ τὴν λυχνίαν ; and in Matt. xxviii. 14, where 

our MSS. vary between ἐπὶ and id. But the alteration into the 

genitive, though the construction with that case is the one which 

is mostly used (Dan. iii. 3, τύραννοι μεγάλοι of ἐπ’ ἐξουσιῶν, etc.), 

is not necessary. Compare Apoc. vi. 8, καὶ ἐδόθη αὐτοῖς ἐξουσία. 

ἐπὶ τὸ τέταρτον τῆς γῆς ; Sir. xxx. 28, φίλῳ μὴ δῷς ἐξουσίαν ἐπὶ σέ. 

Indeed, if the language of the Scriptures had not been largely 

changed by the introduction of classicisms, we should find pre- 

positions followed by the accusative much more frequently than 

is the case in the texts as they have been transmitted to us. 

Thus, in Matt. xiv. 19, we have the readings ἐπὶ τὸν χόρτον and 

ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου; in ver. 26, ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν and ἐπὶ τῆς 

θαλάσσης ; (in xxviil. 5, εἰς τὸν ναὸν and ἐν τῷ vad); and there are 

several other similar instances. 



36 ST. MATTHEW [Ix. 18, 36 

Marr. ix. 18 

Καὶ. ζήσεται. 

This expression can only mean, And she will go on living, 

and can only apply to a person still alive. When the notion of 

to come back to life is required, it can only be conveyed by the 

compound verb ἀναζῆν. Hence I think that we should here 

read κἀναζήσεται. In four other passages (Luke xx. 24, 32; 

Rom. xiv. 9; and perhaps Apoc. xx. 5) where the idea is that 

of “coming back to life,” our MSS. give both καὶ ἔζησεν and καὶ 

ἀνέζησεν ; and in all these cases the first reading seems to have 

been induced by the fact that καὶ ἀνέζησεν was originally written 

κἀνέζησεν (cp. Matt. xxvi. 15, where we find both κἀγὼ and 

καὶ ἐγώ ; xxviii. το, κἀκεῖ and καὶ ἐκεῖ, etc.), which could easily 

be misread into καὶ ἔζησεν (KANEZHSEN—KAIEZHSEN). 

Similarly κἀναζήσεται became καὶ ζήσεται. It is also a question 

whether in John xi. 25 we should not read κἂν ἀποθάνῃ 

ἀναζήσεται, the loss of the preposition being due to the simi- 

larity of the preceding letters. 

Marr. rx. 36 

22¢ ᾿Ἐσκυλμένοι καὶ ἐῤῥιμένοι ὡσεὶ πρόβατα ph ἔχοντα ποιμένα. 

2>¢ a 
The rendering of ἐῤῥιμένοι by scattered which is found in 

the English version, though suiting the context perfectly, is 

out of the question, since the Greek for zo scatter is σκορπίζω 

and not ῥίπτω ; and I am unable to see how commentators have 

come to consider these verbs as synonymous. On the other 

hand, jacentes, the translation of the Vulgate, is, of course, 

possible in the sense of ¢ying 7/7 (Matt. viii. 6, βέβληται ἐν τῇ 

οἰκίᾳ παραλυτικὸς), but it does not seem to me to be appropriate 

in this passage. Uncared-for sheep do not lie down, but are 

at once scattered (Matt. xxvi. 31, πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα καὶ 
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διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα; 3 Kings xxii. 17, τὸν Ἰσραὴλ 

διεσπαρμένον ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσιν ὡς ποίμνιον ᾧ οὐκ ἔστι ποιμὴν), and 

often become a prey to man or beast. So far as I know, this 

is the uniform description of shepherdless sheep in the 

Scriptures. Cp. Judith xi. 19, ἄξεις αὐτοὺς ὡς πρόβατα ols 

οὐκ ἔστι ποιμήν: Ezek. xxxiv. 5, διεσπάρη τὰ πρόβατά μου διὰ 

τὸ μὴ εἶναι ποιμένας καὶ ἐγενήθη εἰς κατάβρωμα πᾶσι τοῖς θηρίοις ; 

Zech. xiii. 7, πατάξατε τοὺς ποιμένας “καὶ ἐκσπάσατε τὰ πρόβατα. 

As ἐῤῥιμένοι, therefore, does not suit the context, I had long 

ago conjectured ἐῤῥηγμένοι, mazled (cp. Matt. viis 6, μήποτε---- 

στραφέντες ῥήξωσιν ὑμᾶς); and I find in Tischendorf’s eighth 

edition that there exists manuscript authority for this emenda- 

tion. The reading has, however, been so completely neglected 

that neither Professor Blass nor M. Biljon even mentions it. 

The corruption most probably arose from the fact that ἐῤῥηγμένοι 

was regarded as a participle, not of ῥήγνυμι; but of the form 

ῥήσσω, which occasionally meant 4o ¢hrow down (cp. Mark ix. 

18; Luke ix. 42; and the Romaic fyyvw), and so it was 

altered into its classical equivalent ἐῤῥιμένοι. 

Nor do I see any necessity for taking ἐσκυλμένοι in its 

metaphorical sense and translating it distressed. Its original 

force, mangled, is perfectly in keeping with the context. The 

multitude, in their forlorn state, without a guide and a pro- 

tection against the attacks of the Devil, are likened to shepherd- 

less sheep mangled and mauled by the beasts of the desert. 

Marr. x. 10 

Μὴ πήραν---μηδὲ ὑποδήματα μηδὲ ῥάβδον. 

The picture which these words bring up before the mind’s 

eye is that of an Eastern fakir, who travels barefoot and 

scantily clad, begging his way. But, almost invariably, such 

beggars carry a rude staff to lean upon. These sticks are not 
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articles of luxury, and involve no expense. Hence I think 

that, instead of μηδὲ ῥάβδον, the correct reading is ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ῥάβδον 

(ἀλλ᾽ ἢ - εἰ μὴ; cp. Dan. iii. 28, μηδὲ προσκυνήσωσι παντὶ θεῷ 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ Θεῷ), in accordance with the correction.in Mark 

vi. 8. M and AA being interchangeable in old manuscripts, 

YIIOAHMATAAAHPABAON (i.e. ὑποδήματ᾽ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ) was read 

as YIIOAHMATAMHPABAON under the influence of py 

πήραν, and μὴ was afterwards changed into μηδὲ in accordance 

with the proximate μηδές Should my suggestion be correct, it 

would follow. that the blunder occurred very early, as the 

injunction to the. disciples to carry no staff is repeated in 

Luke ix. 3 in a way which precludes the supposition of an 

error, ; 

The contrary mistake seems to have crept into Mark vi. 8, 

where we find ἀλλ᾽ ὑποδεδεμένους instead of ἁ μηδ᾽ ὑποδεδεμένους. 

Were the present reading correct, the words would not have 

been placed: in that part of the sentence which mentions the 

articles that the disciples should not :possess, but at the end 

after καὶ μὴ ἐνδύσασθαι δύο χιτῶνας. Compare also Isa. xx. 2, 

where γυμνὸς καὶ ἀνυπόδυτος are parallels. 

Marr. xr. 23 

Kai σὺ, Καφαρναοὺμ, μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ, ἕως ἽΑιδου 

καταβήσῃ. 

No satisfactory construction or interpretation has so far been 

evolved out of this vexatious reading, which is that of our best 

MSS. The variae lectiones ἡ ὑψωθεῖσα and ἣ ὑψώθης, which are 

found in more recent MSS., no doubt obviate our difficulties, but 

are plainly attempts at emendation. The sense which they yield 

is so easy and obvious that it is difficult to see how they could 

have been corrupted into the reading found in the older MSS. 

Now, it is a well-known fact in paleography that when 
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similar syllables occurred in immediate succession, one of them 

was apt to be overlooked by the copyist, and so to be left out 

of the text. For instance, in Codex B we find, Luke xiv. 27, 

ὅστις οὖν βαστάζει instead of ὅστις οὖν οὐ βαστάζει, and Matt. 

xix. 17, ἔστιν instead of εἷς ἔστιν. If, then, our text was origin- 

ally KAPAPNAOYMOYMHEOS, it would be liable to be copied 

as: KAPAPNAOYMHEOS, and the present reading would natur- 

ally result. If allowance is made for this easy slip of the 

copyist, the passage would read, καὶ σὺ, Καφαρναοὺμ, οὐ μὴ 

ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήση, And thou, Capernaum, thou shalt not be 

éxalted unto. heaven. 

_ My correction is corroborated in a curious way by an 

extract from Athanasius which is quoted by Professor Blass, and 

which runs thus: ἐὰν ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθῇς, ἀλλ᾽ ἕως “Adov 

καταβήσῃ. In this citation ἐὰν is a classical literal paraphrase 

of εἰ, which is so often met with in the Septuagint as an 

alternative of οὐ μὴ, and of which traces are also found in the 

New Testament (cp. Mark viii. 12; Heb. iv. 3). Thus the 

reading in the old MSS. evidently varied between od μὴ and 

εἰ, that is, between two words of the same import, a fluctuation 

of a kind which may be said to be characteristic of the Scripture 

text (see my Note on Mark 1. 6). In fact, the variation between 

εἰ and of exists in Mark viii. 12. 

It will be observed in the passage from Athanasius that the 

second member of the sentence is introduced by ἀλλά. 1 incline 

to think that this conjunction was not added by Athanasius, 

but was found by him in his text. It is with ἀλλὰ, or rather 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ, that the second member of a sentence generally com- 

mences if the first begins with εἰ having a negative force, or with 

οὐ μή. Cp. Ezek. xiv. 16, εἰ υἱοὶ ἢ θυγατέρες σωθήσονται ἀλλ᾽ 
ἢ αὐτοὶ μόνοι σωθήσονται; 18, οὗ μὴ ῥύσονται υἱοὺς οὐδὲ θυγατέρας 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ αὐτοὶ μόνοι σωθήσονται. 

Thus the passage under consideration, according to all 
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probability, had at first this form: Καὶ σὺ Καφαρναοὺμ, οὐ μὴ 

(or εἰ) ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ GAN ἢ ἕως Αιδου καταβήσῃ. 

Marr. xu. 43 

Διέρχεται δι᾽ ἀνύδρων τόπων ζητοῦν ἀνάπαυσιν. 

The explanation commonly given of these words is that 

“‘waterless places” are deserts, which were reputed to be the 

haunts of demons. It is to be observed, however, that, whereas 

Isaiah (xiii, 21, xxxiv. 14) represents demons as delighting 

in desert solitudes, our text implies the contrary. The evil 

spirit seeks rest and “findeth it not.” The passage, moreover, 

seems to require that the demon should seek repose in many 

places before it returns to its previous abode in the man. I am 

inclined to read διὰ μυρίων τόπων, through numberless places. 

The palzographic difference between AIAMYPION and AIA- 

NYAPON is inconsiderable. The present reading is repeated 

in St. Luke, and the corruption must -have occurred early. 

Mart. xin 44 

Kai ἐλθὸν εὑρίσκει [τὸν οἶκον] σχολάζοντα, σεσαρωμένον καὶ 

κεκοσμημένον. 

The word σχολάζοντα is wrongly rendered by empty. The 

correct interpretation is on holiday. This is clear from the 

words “swept and garnished.” In the ancient world, when 

people were not punctilious about cleanliness, and when all 

dwellings, even those of wealthy people, resembled workshops, 

—grinding, spinning, and weaving being daily employments,— 

houses were not swept and garnished except for such occasions 

as a Sabbath, a holiday, or a wedding, when work stopped. 

The Vulgate in translating vacantem appears to me to have 

given the word the sense which I suggest. For σχολάζω is a 
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Synonym of ἀργῶ, σαββατίζω, being derived from σχολὴ, which 
means a holiday. See Sophocles’s Lexicon, v. σχολή; and 
compare the Romaic word σκόλη, which is a specific term 
for a holiday (Vlachos, “ σχόλη [read σκόλη], jour de fete, 
chémable”), It may be pointed out that the usual rendering 
would represent an empty house as “swept and garnished,” 
whereas, on the contrary, such houses are naturally neglected 
and full of dust. 

Marr. xvi. 2 

ε ᾿Οψίας γενομένης λέγετε ““Εὐδία, πυῤῥάζει γὰρ 6 οὐρανός "" 
καὶ πρωΐ “Σήμερον χειμὼν, πυῤῥάζει γὰρ στυγνάζων ὁ οὐρανός." 

If, when the sky is fiery (which is the meaning οἵ πυῤῥάξει), 
fair weather is indicated, it cannot also be fiery when foul 
weather is threatening; at any rate, an observer would not 
be able to prognosticate contrary weather from exactly - the 
same sign. I, therefore, am disposed to hold the second 
πυῤῥάζει to be an error, the more so as the sky cannot be 
simultaneously fiery (πυῤῥάζων) and gloomy (arvyvés); and in 
its place I would read χαράζει, i.e. dawns. Thus the observer 
in the morning, looking up at the sky, would say: Zhe day 
breaks gloomily, we shall have foul weather; and this is exactly 

what the context requires. 

The word χαράζει, ie. 7¢ dawns, as an impersonal verb has 

been preserved in modern Greek, which also uses γλυκοχαράζει 

(? from λύκη + χαράζει), χαράματα, γλυκοχαράματα (besides the 

nearly obsolete but delightful yapavyy and χαραμέρι.). See 

Vlachos, “ χαράζει, le jour commence ἃ poindre; le jour perce.” 

And Sophocles in his Lexicon quotes an instance of this 

verb in the form χαράσσω from as early a date as Agathias 

(A.D. 582): “τοῦ ὄρθρου χαρασσομένου, dawning.” 

1 Popularly felt as χαρὰ - αὐγὴ and χαρὰ + ἡμέρα. 
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Marr. xvi 26 

Ἢ τί δώσει ἄνθρωπος ἀντάλλαγμα τῆς φυχῆς αὐτοῦ ; 

This question can only be taken as implying that a man 

will give everything in exchange for his life ; but, as it stands, 

it conveys exactly the reverse meaning. The nature of the 

difficulty is shown by the preceding question, τί ὠφεληθήσεται 

ἄνθρωπος; to which the answer is οὐδέν. The parallel question, 

τί δώσει; which is put in exactly the same form, necessitates 

the same answer, οὐδέν. The teply required, however, is πᾶν ; 

and to bring this response the question should have been put 

in a negative form, i.e. τί οὐ δώσει; 

That there exists an error in the text is beyond doubt. But 

I do not think that in this instance there has been a loss of the 

negative. The meaning required seems to be this: As it is 

no profit to a man if he win’ the whole world at the sacrifice 

of his life, so a man will accepft nothing in exchange for ‘his 

life. This sense we obtain by altering. δώσει into δέξεται, The 

change thus modifies the question into one which, like the 

preceding clause, requires οὐδὲν as an answer. 

Marr. xx. 15 

Ἢ ὁ ὀφθαλμός cou πονηρός ἐστιν ὅτι ἐγὼ ἀγαθός εἶμι; 

Dr. Bloomfield was no’ doubt quite correct in explaining that 

ὀφθαλμὸς πονηρὸς can mean an envious eye; but, even if we 

grant that the words are used in that sense in the text, I do not 

see that they make the sentence logical. For the drift of the 

remonstrance would then be: Js your eye envious because IT am 

generous? or Are you envious because I am generous? This 

question clashes with common sense. A man does not acquire 

an envious nature because he sees a good action; but, being 

already envious, he hates to see generosity. Nor are matters 



XXIII. 37, XXV. 31] ST. MATTHEW 43 

improved by assuming that the text means: Are you envious of 

my good action? because (1) Greek would have expressed this 

sense by using γίνεται, and not ἐστὶ, and (2) one envies the 

recipient of a gift, not the giver. 

I suspect that the text.originally read μισθὸς, and not ὀφθαλμός. 

If so, the sentence was perfect, and expressed exactly what one 

would have expected under the circumstances narrated by the 

Evangelist. The householder would then reason thus: My friend, 

I do thee no injustice, since I pay thee according to our agreement ; 

if I choose to be generous to others, that is no business of thine, 

nor does it make my payment to thee (ὁ μισθός cov) wrong. 

Marr. xxi. 37 

ἸΙερουσαλὴμ ἡ---λιθοβολοῦσα τοὺς ἀποσταλμένους πρὸς αὐτὴν 

The last two words are rendered in all the versions by 

to her, which is, in truth, ‘the only meaning that they will yield. 

But it is very awkward that the apostrophe should thus, imme- 

diately after starting, lose its apostrophic form and lapse into 

narrative, and then as suddenly revert to its original style. If, 

however, we only change the breathing of αὐτὴν and write αὑτὴν, 

we shall obtain what we should have expected, i.e. ἐσ thee. For 

instead of the personal pronoun, the reflective seems sometimes 

to have been used. So in John xiv. 11, πιστεύετέ μοι dre ἐγὼ 

ἐν τῷ πατρὶ καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ἐν ἐμοὶ, εἰ δὲ μὴ, διὰ τὰ ἔργα αὑτοῦ 

(- ἐμοῦ) πιστεύετέ, μοι; 3 xx. 18, ἑώρακα τὸν κύριον καὶ ταῦτα εἶπεν 

αὑτῇ (-- ἐμοὶ, as some Latin versions translate). We should prob- 

ably find this usage more often in our texts if it were not for 

classical influence. 

Marr. xxv. 31 

᾿Επὶ θρόνου δόξης αὐτοῦ. 

Though the usual rendering, i.e. o7 the throne of his glory, 

is, of course, possible, the more likely interpretation is, I think, 
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on his throne of glory, the pronoun being taken with the word 

θρόνου, and the genitive δόξης being regarded as equivalent to an 

adjective such as ἔνδοξος or λαμπρὸς, in accordance with the well- 

known periphrasis which is explained in Blass’s Gram., ὃ 35, 5- 

Cp. 1 Kings ii. 8, θρόνον δόξης ; Sir. xlv. 7, στολὴν δόξης ; 158. ii. 

16, πλοίων κάλλους, etc. 

Mart. xxvi. 50 

Ἑταῖρε, ἐφ᾽ ὃ πάρει. 

To treat ἐφ᾽ ὃ πάρει as an interrogation is inadmissible in 

Greek, which would require τί or τί ore or ἐπὶ ré. The explana- 

tion given by Euthymius, δι ὃ παραγέγονας ἤγουν τὸ κατὰ σκοπὸν 

πράττε τοῦ προσχήματος ἀφιέμενος, is extremely ingenious and 

grammatically possible; but, unless such a phrase was usual 

and idiomatic—for which there is no evidence—it could not 

have been understood without the addition of ποίησον. Besides, 

it breathes a harshness which is incompatible with our Lord’s 

kindly nature and courteous mode of address. 

I incline to think that E® was originally written EY, the 

pronunciation of which in modern Greek is the same, and 

could not have been very dissimilar at the time when the 

Gospel was written. If, misled by the close similarity of sound 

which existed between the two words, a copyist, writing from 

dictation, put down ἘΦ instead of EY, he was likely to have 

added 6 almost mechanically in order to complete the sentence. 

The text might thus originally have read Ἑταῖρε, εὖ πάρει (-Ξ εὖ 

ἦλθες. Cp. John xi. 28, ὁ διδάσκαλος πάρεστι, etc.), of which 

the meaning would be: Welcome, friend. Compare Soph. 47. 

92, ὡς εὖ παρέστης. The expression has been preserved in 

modern Greek in a formula which is an exact paraphrase of my 

conjecture, Καλῶς ἦρθες! See Viachos, v. ἔρχομαι, “Καλῶς ἦλθες 

[read ἦρθες], soyez le bienvenu.” If at the present time in Greece 
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a friend were greeted, as Jesus was greeted by Judas, with the 

words Tud σου, δάσκαλε (= Χαῖρε, Ῥαββὶ), he would answer, 

in exact accordance with my restoration of the text, Καλῶς ἦρθες, 

βλάμη, or Καλὸ στὸ βλάμη (-:- Ἑταῖρε, εὖ πάρει). And if this 

greeting occurred when the friends were meeting after a more 

or less prolonged separation, they would probably also kiss one 

another. 

Marr, xxvu. 28 

Καὶ ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν χλαμύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ 

This is the reading of the best MSS. “Exévcavres, which is 

found in A and some other MSS., is plainly a correction, made 

for the purpose of giving the passage sense, just as in the same 

MSS. the words χλαμύδα κοκκίνην have been placed after περι- 

έθηκαν, in order, as Alford points out, to avoid the construction 

ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν χλαμύδα. Had ἐκδύσαντες once stood in the 

text, it is hard to understand by what process it could have 

become ἐνδύσαντες, a word which cannot yield good sense if 

περιέθηκαν is allowed to stand. 

My view is that ἐνδύσαντες is correct, but that περιέθηκαν 

αὐτῷ has been transmitted to us by error, the original reading 

being περιέστησαν αὐτὸν, 1.6. they stood round him. For περι- 

στῆναί τινα, cp. Acts xxv. 7, περιέστησαν αὐτὸν ot —Tovdator πολλὰ 

καὶ βαρέα αἰτιώματα φέροντες. My suggestion is seemingly sup- 

ported by the Munich Latin version (q), which gives et induerunt 

eum chlamidem coccineam. circumdederunt eum [et purpurem], If 

circumdederunt in this passage was meant in the sense of περι- 

έθηκαν, and not in that of περιέστησαν, should not the personal 

pronoun, which depends upon it, have been put in the dative 

case, and not in the accusative ? 
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SINCE writing my Note on Mark i. 6 it has occurred to 

me that ἀκριδας is a misreading of ἐκ ῥίζας. There can be no 

doubt that, at the time when the Gospels were written, ἐκ 

must have been construed colloquially with the accusative.? 

Dr. Jannaris (Hist. Gr. Gr., § 1570, footnote) gives an instance” 

of this. construction from a papyrus of as early a date as 

B.c. 161-2. In books this usage seemingly does not appear 

before the eighth century; but ἀπὸ, which is used as an 

alternative for ἐκ, is found joined with an accusative in 

writings of the second century (Dr. Jannaris, § 1517). Such 

a construction would not occur in literature unless it had 

obtained colloquially for a very long period previously, and 

had become habitual and almost unavoidable. 

Now, a professional scribe, accustomed to bookish Greek 

in which ἐκ would invariably be construed with the genitive, 

would be apt to misread EKPIZA3, and unconsciously reproduce 

another word of plausible similarity, which would make classical 

syntax, such as AKPIAAX. If my conjecture ever has the good 

fortune to be proved by documentary evidence, it would give 

an idea of the enormous extent to which the language of the 

Gospels, especially that of St. Mark, was revised towards classi- 

cism when Christianity advanced in prestige and the Sacred 

Books came into the hands of men of classical learning ; 

1 ἐκ, in the form of dx, is so construed in Romaic. 

3 Dr. Jannaris, however, queries the quotation. 
46 
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for in our existing MSS. there has not survived a single direct 

instance of the construction of ἐκ or ἀπὸ with the accusative. I 

suspect, however, that we have indirect evidence of this syntax 

not only in the passage under consideration, but also in 1 Cor. 

ix. 7, where the present readings, τὸν καρπὸν and ἐκ τοῦ καρποῦ 

(οὐκ ἐσθίει), most probably represent two different expedients for 

avoiding the unclassical ἐκ τὸν καρπόν. In fact, one of the old 

Latin translators, in giving de fructum as his rendering, seems 

to have been translating ἐκ καρπόν literally. 

For ἔσθων ἐκ ῥίζας καὶ καρπὸν (=éx ῥιζῶν καὶ καρποῦ), cp. 

Mark vii. 28, τὰ κυνάρια---ἐσθίουσιν ἀπὸ τῶν ψιχίων ; Luke xx. 

16, χορτασθῆναι ἐκ τῶν κερατίων ; τ Cor. ix. 7, ἐκ τοῦ καρποῦ--- 

οὐκ ἐσθίει; xi. 28, ἐκ τοῦ ἄρτου ἐσθιέτω (Ξ- τὸν ἄρτον ; cf. ver. 27); 

Num. xv. 19, ὅταν ἔσθητε ὑμεῖς ἀπὸ τῶν ἄρτων τῆς γῆς, εἰς. 

PRINTED BY MORRISON AND GIBB LIMITED, EDINBURGH 









NOTES ON ST MARK 

AND ST MATTHEW. 

By ALEX. PALLIS 

NEW EDITION 

Price Three “Shillings net 

BOMBAY + CALOUETA - eet ΕΥ̓ 
- HUMPHREY fir 





NOTES ON ST MARK 

AND ST MATTHEW 

By ALEX. PALLIS 

NEW EDITION 

OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS 

LONDON: HUMPHREY MILFORD 

1932 
1 



Ὁ Ὁ 
External testimonies to authenticity can seldom 

be so satisfactory and convincing as not to need 

support and confirmation from internal probabi- 

lities. There are many striking instances in which 

the most imposing external testimonies have proved 

to be worthless and deceptive. 

STRAUSS 

wo 

Printed in Great Britain 



Ture are traditions that St Matthew’s Gospel was translated 
from Hebrew and St Mark’s from Latin ; and recently it has been 
argued that St John’s is a version from Aramaic, and furthermore 
that the author of the Apocalypse, though he wrote in Greek, was 
really thinking in Hebrew. 

If these notions rested on facts, we should be witnessing a 

unique phenomenon. For the phrasing and the narratives of all 
these works nowhere halt but proceed throughout in a most 
charmingly unconstrained and homely style. For only one trans- 
lator to accomplish this would be a notable achievement ; but that 
four translators so marvellously gifted should simultaneously have 

shone forth staggers credibility. The mystery deepens if we reflect 

that those authors, though richly endowed with native eloquence, 

were not trained men of letters, such therefore as would be meti- 

culous as to how they performed their task ; they would have felt 

satisfied that they did well if they translated literally, thus pro- 

ducing texts more or less similar to those of the Septuagint. 

If it is retorted that the case of the Septuagint is an extreme 

one, I shall transcribe as a specimen a version made by an approved 

author who handles his original Greek with skill. Eusebios in 

his Keclesiastical History 10-7 thus renders part of an imperial 

epistle : ᾿Επειδὴ ἐκ πλειόνων πραγμάτων φαίνεται παρεξουθενηθεῖσαν τὴν 

θρησκείαν ἐν ἣ ἣ κορυφαία τῆς ἁγιωτάτης ἐπουρανίου αἰδὼς φυλάττεται 

μεγάλους κινδύνους ἐνηνοχέναι τοῖς δημοσίοις πράγμασιν, αὐτήν τε ταύτην 

ἐνθέσμως ἀναληφθεῖσαν καὶ φυλαττομένην μεγίστην εὐτυχίαν τῷ Ῥωμαϊκῷ 

ὀνόματι, καὶ σύμπασι τοῖς τῶν ἀνθρώπων πράγμασιν ἐξαίρετον εὐδαιμονίαν, 

παρεσχηκέναι, τῶν θείων εὐεργεσιῶν τοῦτο παρεχουσῶν, ἔδοξεν ἐκείνους 

τοὺς ἄνδρας τοὺς τῇ ὀφειλομένῃ ἁγιότητι καὶ τῇ τοῦ νόμου τούτου παρεδρίᾳ 

τὰς ὑπηρεσίας τὰς ἐξ ἑαυτῶν τῇ τῆς θείας θρησκείας θεραπείᾳ παρέχοντας 

τῶν καμάτων τῶν ἰδίων τὰ ἔπαθλα κομίσασθαι. Nothing could be more 

involved and awkward ; it is almost incomprehensible and quite 

unlike Eusebios’s original sentences. Elsewhere in his book (8-17) 

Eusebios presents us with another translated piece, and there by 

saying that μετέβαλε κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν testifies that, try hard as he 
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did, he failed to produce anything which in his own estimation 
was at all satisfactory. In those times the art of properly trans- 

lating was of course unknown. 

As regards the Greek phrases asserted to represent Semitisms, 

I have embodied a few specimens in my note on Mk 4-22, which I 

think prove that such assertions are due to inadequate familiarity 

with Hellenistic Greek and the Greek of to-day ; the Semitisms in 

Howard’s list are no better. And now I may proceed to contribute 

some observations respecting the Marcan Gospel which tradition 

says was translated from Latin, a theory expounded at length by 

M. Couchoud (The Crozer Quarterly January 1928 [English trans- 

lation |, and The Journal of Theological Studies October 1928), but 

controverted by Professors Pernot (Revue de I’Histoire des Religions 

Janvier-Février 1927) and de Zaan (Mnemosyne Vol. LVI Pars iii). 

M. Couchoud adduces several passages which he contends yield 

a more satisfactory sense in the old Latin than in the Greek texts. 

I interpret these passages quite differently in my notes. But in- 

terpretations are a subjective matter voluminously contestable, 

without any prospect as a rule of either contestant being induced 

to surrender. Therefore, just by way of illustration I will deal here 

with only one of those passages. 

It is 14-41 καθεύδετε τολοιπὸν καὶ ἀναπαύεσθε... ἐγείρεσθε. By 

taking καθεύδετε and ἀναπαύεσθε as imperatives there ensues of 

course a flagrant contradiction with ἐγείρεσθε. But as Sopho- 

cles, a high authority second to none, has shown, those verbs 
are in the indicative mood, and the sentence is an interrogation 
which implies a deprecation, the Lord saying ‘Is it so then, 
you sleep ? Rise and let us depart.’ In this way the contradiction 
vanishes. Couchoud objects that τολοιπὸν rebuts this acceptation ; 
but on the contrary, it renders the interrogative character clearer. 
Cf. XII Paty. Lev.14-4 ἐὰν ὑμεῖς σκοτισθῆτε ἐν ἀσεβείᾳ, τί λοιπὸν τὰ 
ἔθνη ποιήσουσι; if ye be darkened in ungodliness, what then will the 
Gentiles do? For λοιπὸν (or τολοιπὸν) is equivalent to οὖν, which 
often accompanies interrogative sentences (see Liddell and Scott). 
Hesseling, Jean Moschos p. 74 “λοιπὸν signifie done, ainsi (cf. 107- 
20.143-17, etc).? Sophocles ‘ Adverbially, λοιπὸν = οὖν, now then. 
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And so in MGk, in which it has entirely extruded οὖν. Βλάχος 
“λοιπὸν (σύνδεσμος), donc, eh bien. Λοιπὸν dpvetobe; ainsi vous re- 

Susez ? (καὶ évapOpws) τὸ λοιπὸν τί εἶπε; eh bien, qu’a-t-il dit 3. 

However, I will readily grant that some of the old Latin versions 

occasionally yield an apter sense than our present Greek texts. Is 

this surprising ? Those versions were made from older Greek texts 

than those we now possess, and it is only to be expected that oc- 

casionally they must record good readings. I have myself found 

them helpful not only (1) in Mark 3-21.6-20.14-41, but also (2) in 

Matthew 2-6.8-30.18-24.27-14. (3) Luke 7-33.7-40.11-35.11-47.24- 

32. (4) John 2-9.2-11.3-4.3-31.9-6.19-21.21-9.21-19. (5) Acts 1-18. 

28-6. (6) Rom.2-29. Very helpful have likewise proved the readings 
of the Syr. Sinaiticus. 

I may add another instance. In the Acts (27-41) Luke according 

to our present texts states that Paul’s ship was wrecked at a spot 

where two scas meet, διθάλασσον. I was puzzled as to the reason for 

this detail, because it is not intimated how such a configuration 

of the coast contributed to the wreck. I tried to find a solution by 

examining what Greek word the Latin version vadoswm represents, 

and tentatively suggested λιποθάλασσον. Professor Hesseling, who 

read my note, wrote to me suggesting δυσθάλασσον, exposed toa bad 

sea. Everything at once broke into evidence. This particular agrees 

with the information ἡ δὲ πρύμνα ἐλύετο ὑπὸ τῆς Bias, by the force of 

the waves, and at the same time δυσθάλασσον fits the Latin undosum 

(undosum), subsequently misread as vadosum. 

Couchoud is impressed by the fact that in Mark often the same 

word is represented in three different ways, as for instance 10-46 

προσαιτῶν-- ἐπαιτῶν--προσαίτης, and argues that such differences could 

not have arisen on the basis of a Greek original, but that rather 

they resemble the little differences which work by different trans- 

lators would show. 
Such variants, however, are not peculiar to Mark. They exist 

extensively in Luke’s Gospel, which so far has not been suspected 

of being a version, though that may come some day. Here are 22 

examples from its first two chapters only. 1-8 ἔναντι--ἐναντίον--ἐνώπιον. 
, 3 ἃ 

17 προελεύσεται--προσελεύσεται--πορεύσεται--προπορεύσεται. 17 avtot—Ku- 
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ρίου-τοῦ θεοῦ. 26 Γαλιλαίας-- Ταλιλαίαν--Ἰουδαίας-- Ἰούδα. 56 ὡς -ὥστε-- 

omitted. 68 καὶ ἐθαύμασαν πάντες, ἀνεῴχθη δὲ τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ παρα- 

χρῆμα καὶ (ἐλύθη) ἡ γλῶσσα αὐτοῦ--καὶ παραχρῆμα ἐλύθη 7 γλῶσσα αὐτοῦ 

καὶ ἐθαύμασαν πάντες. 77 αὐτῶν--ἡμῶν--οὐλ 64. 2-1 ἀπογράφεσθαι--τοῦ 

ἀπογράφεσθαι--ἀπογράψασθαι. 8 πόλιν--πατρίδα--χώραν. 8 ἐπὶ τῆς ποίμνης-- 

ἐπὶ τὴν ποίμνην--ἐν τῇ ποίμνῃ. 21 ἐπλήσθησαν--ἐπληρώθησαν--συνετελέ- 

σθησαν. 22 aitév—airot—airjs—omitted. 26 πρὶν ἢ ἂν--πρὶν ἢ--ἕως ἄν. 37 

ἐτῶν--ἕως ἐτῶν--ὡς ἐτῶν. 37 τοῦ ἱεροῦ (ναοϑ)--ἀπὸ τοῦ ἱεροῦ--ἐκ τοῦ ἱεροῦ. 38 

“Ιερουσαλὴμ--ἐν Ἱερουσαλὴμ--ἐν τῷ Ἰσραήλ. 40 ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸ--ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ--ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν-- 

ἐν αὐτῷ. 42 ἀναβαινόντων αὐτῶν--ἀναβάντων αὐτῶν--ἀνέβησαν οἱ γονεῖς ai- 

τοῦ ἔχοντες αὐτόν. 48 ὑπέμεινεν--ἀπέμεινεν--ἐπέμεινεν--ἔμεινεν. 44 καὶ τοῖς 

γνωστοῖς--καὶ ἐν τοῖς γνωστοῖς--ογη{{66. 45 εὑρόντες--εὑρόντες αὐτὸν--εὗὑρί- 

σκοντες. 52 σοφίᾳ-τῇ σοφίᾳ-ἐν τῇ σοφίᾳ. 

And against these divergences we must set those words and ex- 

pressions which are constant. These are incomparably more nu- 

merous ; what are we then to suppose? Were the various pre- 

sumed translators equally gifted and did they all hit upon exactly 

the same words and expressions ? That would have been a marvel 

no less astounding than the legendary unanimity of the seventy- 

two scholars who produced the Septuagint. As an illustration of 

what happens when two equally eminent specialists translate the 

same text I may transcribe the first sentences of Thucydides as 
done by Bloomfield and by Jowett. Thus 

Bloomfield 

Thucydides, an Athenian, hath 

composed this history of the 
war of the Peloponnesians and 

Athenians, as they waged it 

against each other. He com- 

menced the work immediately 

on the breaking out of the war, 

persuaded that it would be an 

important one and the most 

memorable of those that had 

preceded it. 

Jowett 

Thucydides, an Athenian, wrote 

the history of the war in which 

the Peloponnesians and the 

Athenians fought against one 

another. He began to write 

when they first took up arms, 

believing that it would be great 

and memorable above any pre- 
vious wars. 
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Compared with the differences exhibited in these extracts the 

variants in the Marcan texts are a mere nothing. 

And there is more. Triple variants in Mark exist not exclu- 

sively in the Greek but as often in the Latin texts. Cf. 1-10 in 
eum-—in ipsum-super eum-super illum-eo. 11 in te complacui-in 

quem complacui-qui bene mihi complacuisti. 14 postquam-post- 

quam autem-sed postquam-—factum est postquam. 16 retia—retias— 

retiam. 21 statim sabbatis ingressus in synagogam docebat eos— 

ingrediens cum eis sabbatis in synagogam Capharnaum docebat 

populum-ingredientes Capharnaum continuo intravit sabbatis in 

synagoga et docebat eos. 21 ingressi sunt-ingrediuntur-—introie- 

runt-iverunt. 25 dicens—et dixit-dixitque ei. 34 ejecit-ejiciebat—et 

qui daemonia habebant ejiciebat illa ab eis. 37 invenerunt dicunt— 

invenissent dixerunt-dicentes. 40 genibus volutans-adgeniculansse 

—genu flexo. 41 extendens et tangens—extendit et tetigit-extendens. 

44 principi sacerdotum-principibus sacerdotum-sacerdotibus. All 

these from one chapter only. 

The true explanation of such divergences manifestly is no 

other than that the earliest Christians were not critics, such as 

would punctiliously transcribe, but ordinary readers who would 

not be conscious of any harm if occasionally they altered in their 

own copies the wording of their models to suit their individual 

tastes. See further my note on Mk 1-6. 

The frequent variant of the article missing is another argument 

which has been advanced in support of a Latin original. This again 

is nothing peculiar to Mark. The same phenomenon abundantly 

occurs in Luke. In his first two chapters I find it in 1-5.5.6.15.17. 

25.25. 26.36.58.69.70.74,2-7.12,21.22.23,23.39.52.52. Likewise in 

Jn 1-21.24.25,.27.28.31.32.33.35.44, And so forth in innumerable 

passages. I was curious to see how this matter stands in classical 

texts untainted by contact with foreign languages and I examined 

Hude’s apparatus criticus on the first book of Thucydides ; the 

variant in question occurs 78 times. 
Another argument urged is that several sentences, being longer 

in the Greek than they are in the Latin texts, must denote ampli- 

fications of a Latin original. Variations, however, of longer and 
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shorter sentences are equally a feature of our Greek texts. I 

have counted 65 in the first five chapters of Luke, and I dare- 

say I missed several, the work of picking them out being exces- 

sively tedious. I will give a few specimens, which I think meet 

the case. 1-29 ἐπὶ τῷ λόγῳ (SerapdyOn-omitted. 75 τὰς ἡμέρας ἡμῶν-- 

τὰς ἡμέρας τῆς ζωῆς ἡμῶν. 2-12 ἐν φάτνῃ ἐσπαργανωμένον-- ἐσπαργανω- 

μένον (καὶ) κείμενον ἐν φάτνῃ. 40 ἐκραταιοῦτο-ἐκραταιοῦτο πνεύματι. 42 

ἀναβαινόντων--ἀναβαινόντων αὐτῶν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα--ἀνέβησαν οἱ γονεῖς αὖ- 

τοῦ ἔχοντες αὐτόν. 44 συγγενέσιν-συγγενέσιν καὶ γνωστοῖς. 46 καθεζό- 

μενον--ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ καθεζόμενον. 51 πάντα- πάντα τὰ ῥήματα (ταῦτα). 3-7 

ἐκπορευομένοις--ἐκπορευομένοις ὄχλοις. 14 μηδένα διασείσητε-- μηδένα 

ἀδικήσητε, μηδένα διασείσητε. 4-2 οὐδὲν ἔφαγεν--οὐδὲν ἔφαγεν οὐδὲ ἔπιεν. 

10 διαφυλάξει σε-διαφυλάξει σε ἐν πάσαις ταῖς ὁδοῖς σου. 14 περιχώρου-- 

περιχώρου χώρας. 5-7 βυθίζεσθαι- ὥστε παρά τι βυθίζεσθαι. 25 ἐφ᾽ ὃ 

κατέκειτο--τὸ κλινίδιον ἐφ᾽ ὃ κατέκειτο. Numerous such amplifications 

exist also in Matthew, as for instance 3-6 Ἰορδάνῃ-Ἰορδάνῃ ποταμῷ. 

5-27 ἐρρέθη--ἐρρέθη τοῖς ἀρχαίοις. 8-31 ἀπόστειλον ἡμᾶς--ἐπίτρεψον ἡμῖν 

ἀπελθεῖν. 11-8 ἐν μαλακοῖς--ἐν μαλακοῖς ἱματίοις. 12-35 θησαυροῦ-θησαυροῦ 

τῆς καρδίας. And so forth. 

The only effective argument in favour of a version from Latin 

would be to produce words and expressions which are normal as 

Latin but malapropisms as Greek. Let us discuss some of the 

items asserted to be of this nature. 

1, ἐκ παιδιόθεν of 9-21 and ἀπὸ μακρόθεν of 11-13 are alleged to re- 

produce e pueritia and e longinguo by pleonastic bad Greek forma- 

tions. But such formations are very common. Cf. Lk 16-23.22-54. 

23-49 ἀπὸ μακρόθεν. Mt 27-51 ἀπ᾿ ἄνωθεν. Also Hom.019 ἐξ οὐρανόθεν. 

Jannaris § 435 quotes the following : 2Reg.20-2 ἀπὸ ὄπισθεν. Polyb. 

40-6-1 ἀπ’ ἐκεῖθεν. Epiph.2-437¢ and Call.88-1 ἀπ’ ἐντεῦθεν. Mal.117- 

22 ἐκ νηπιόθεν. 35-5 ἐκ παιδιόθεν. Why cannot e pueritia and 6 lon- 

ginquo be translations of ἐκ παιδιόθεν and ἀπὸ μακρόθεν Ὁ 

2. συμβούλιον ποιήσαντες οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς of 15-1 ig called a bald 
Latinism ; I do not follow why. Anyhow ef. Acts 23-13 συνομω- 
σίαν ποιησάμενοι. Thue, 1-67 ξύλλογον ποιήσαντες. Proteuaggelion 
Jac.8 συμβούλιον ἐγένετο τῶν ἀρχιερέων, Which in an active form 
would be συμβούλιον ἐποίησαν οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς. In MGk there is no 
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other way of framing this phrase than by κάνοντας (= ποιήσαντες) 
συμβούλιο. 

3. On the authority of Lagrange, not an authority of the highest, 
προσλαβόμενος of the sentence 8-32 προσλαβόμενος αὐτὸν ὁ Πέτρος is 
taken exclusively to signify helping, and being inapplicable in 
such a sense it is set down as a Latinism. But οἵ, Lk 9-47 ἐπιλαβό- 
μενος παιδίον. Philem.8 προσλαβοῦ αὐτὸν ὡς ἐμέ. Polyb.1-37 σπουδά- 
ζοντές τινας πόλεις προσλαβέσθαι. Arist. 1, 78.202 προσλαβοῦ μοι τοῦ 
κάπρου. Achar.1216 τοῦ πέους προσλάβεσθε. No doubt προσλαμβάνειν 
or προσλαμβάνεσθαι may occasionally and figuratively mean #o help, 
but its more frequent signification is to seize or to draw towards 
oneself. 

4. (εἶπεν) δοθῆναι (αὐτῇ) φαγεῖν of 5-43 is said to translate ut da- 

retur manducare, and to represent the Latin construction where an 

infinitive serves as subject of a passive verb. Still, not only is the 

phrase repeated in Lk 8-55 διέταξεν αὐτῇ δοθῆναι φαγεῖν, but the con- 

struction as a genuine Greek construction is further proved, if 

proof indeed be needed, by for instance Lk 24-46 γέγραπται παθεῖν 

τὸν Χριστὸν καὶ ἀναστῆναι. Antiph.Chor.13 προσετέτακτο ὠνεῖσθαι. 40 

προειρημένον εἴργεσθαι. Thue. 5-29 ἐγέγραπτο εὔορκον εἶναι προσθεῖναι. 

The infinitive φαγεῖν attaches itself to δοθῆναι as it does to δότε in 

Lk 9-13 δότε αὐτοῖς φαγεῖν and to ἐδώκατε in Mk 25-35 ἐδώκατέ μοι 

φαγεῖν. 

5. Another argument is derived from 14-3 ὄντος αὐτοῦ ἐν Βηθανίᾳ 

ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ Σίμωνος Tod λεπροῦ, κατακειμένου αὐτοῦ ἦλθεν γυνή. The two 

absolute genitives without a conjunction are called an awkward 

construction, and therefore supposed badly to render the Latin 

cum esset in Bethania et recumberet. There exist numerous examples 

elsewhere of two participles so unconnected. Cf. Lk 5-28 καταλιπὼν 

πάντα ἀναστὰς ἠκολούθει. 7-37 ἐπιγνοῦσα ὅτι κατάκειται ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ τοῦ 

Φαρισαίου, κομίσασα ἀλάβαστρον καὶ στᾶσα παρὰ τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ 

κλαίουσα. 9-16 λαβὼν τοὺς πέντε ἄρτους, ἀναβλέψας εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν εὐ- 

λόγησεν. 23-11 ἐξουθενήσας αὐτὸν ὃ Ἡρώδης καὶ ἐμπαίξας, περιβαλὼν 

ἐσθῆτα λαμπρὰν ἀνέπεμψεν αὐτόν. Such examples abound in Luke. 

Cf. also Mt 3-1 παραγίνεται Ἰωάννης κηρύσσων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ λέγων. 

Antiph.Herod.29 ἀποτραπόμενοι τοῦδε τοῦ λόγου συλλαβόντες ἐβασά- 
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νιζον τοὺς ἀνθρώπους. Aesch. Ag. 1054 ἴθ᾽, ὦ τάλαινα, τόνδ᾽ ἐρημώσασ᾽ ὄχον 

εἴκουσ᾽ ἀνάγκῃ. And so forth. That the examples which I have pro- 

duced are not absolute but ordinary participles makes no difference 

so far as the propriety of the construction is concerned. I should 

indeed say that the above Latin wording cum esset im Bethania et 

recumberet simply vitiates the Greek, which by not connecting 

the participles states at a time when Jesus was in Bethany there 

came a woman in the hour of his reclining. 

6. Similarly 9-28 εἰσελθόντος αὐτοῦ εἰς οἶκον, οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἐπη- 

ρώτων αὐτὸν is branded as a very faulty construction, betraying a 

translator. Nothing is commoner than anacoloutha of this kind ; so 

common in fact are they, that one might call them almost normal. 

Jannaris § 2145 registers innumerable examples. Cf. also Lk 7-42 

μὴ ἐχόντων αὐτῶν ἀποδοῦναι, ἀμφοτέροις ἐχαρίσατο. 17-12 εἰσερχομένου 

αὐτοῦ εἴς τινα κώμην, ὑπήντησαν αὐτῷ. 18-40 ἐγγίσαντος αὐτοῦ ἐπηρώ- 

τήσεν αὐτόν. An exceptionally ungrammatical anacolouthon is Lk 

7-32 παιδίοις τοῖς ἐν ἀγορᾷ καθημένοις λέγοντες, 1.6, λέγουσι. 

7. Constructions with ἵνα μὴ after verbs of prohibition, such as 

παρεκάλει, ἐπετίμα, διεστείλατο, are called barbarous, and wa μὴ is 

asserted to represent the Latin me. But such constructions exist 

in great numbers elsewhere, which shows that they are neither 

barbarous nor Mark’s peculiar Latinisms. Cf. Mt 16-20 διεστείλατο 

τοῖς μαθηταῖς ἵνα μηδενὶ εἴπωσιν. 12-16 ἐπετίμησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα μὴ φανερὸν 

αὐτὸν ποιήσωσιν. Lk 8-31 παρεκάλουν αὐτὸν ἵνα μὴ ἐπιτάξῃ. 18-39 ἐπετί- 

pov αὐτῷ ἵνα σιγήσῃ. 22-32 ἐδεήθην ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου. ὅπ 18- 

86 οἱ ὑπηρέται ἂν οἱ ἐμοὶ ἠγωνίζοντο ἵνα μὴ παραδοθῶ. Apoc.9-4 ἐρρέθη 

αὐταῖς ἵνα μὴ ἀδικήσωσιν. 1Kuag.Thom.14 παρήγγειλε τῇ μητρὶ αὐτοῦ 

ὅπως (= ἵνα) μὴ ἀπολύσεις. And similarly without the negative 

Thuc.5-36 ἐδέοντο Βοιωτοὺς ὅπως (= iva) παραδῶσι, ete. See Sopho- 

cles vv. ἀπαιτέω, βούλομαι, δέω, διαγορεύω, ἐντέλλομαι, ἐξαιτέω, ἐξορ- 

κίζω, ἐπικαλέομαι, ἐπιτιμάω, ἐρωτάω. This construction of ἵνα with 

the subjunctive represents a prospective infinitive, which Jannaris 

copiously illustrates in App.VI.B.a. Therefore we find Jn 5-18 

ἐζήτουν αὐτὸν ἀποκτεῖναι and 1Cor.14-12 ζητεῖτε ἵνα περισσεύητε. 14- 

5 θέλω πάντας ὑμᾶς λαλεῖν γλώσσαις, μᾶλλον δὲ ἵνα προφητεύητε(ΞΞ προ- 

φητεύειν). Jannaris explains this development in his ὃ 2097 “ ἵνα 
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with the primary subjunctive had established itself during Greco- 

Roman times as the almost universal substitute for every infini- 

tive excepting the declarative, and so had become a very common- 
place expression.’ 

8. We now come to 11-13 ἦλθεν ἰδεῖν ἐάν τί ἐστιν ἐν αὐτῇ, the con- 

struction of which is considered un-Greek on the ground that ἐὰν 

instead of εἰ is joined to an indicative. This is not peculiar to 

Mark. Cf. 1Jn 5-15 ἐὰν οἴδαμεν. Polyb.9-31-2 ἂν προδιειλήφατε. 

Schol. Arist.Hq.482 δείξεις ἐὰν πέπρακται. Jannaris ὃ 1987 states 

«The two parallel conjunctions εἰ and ἐὰν or ἂν, synonyms as they 

were even in classical times, became gradually identical in mean- 

ing, the only distinction being their respective constructions. 

Before long, however, this syntactical difference was also levelled, 

and the two groups of conditional particles became in every respect 

synonymous and interchangeable. At this stage of complete iden- 

tity the stronger naturally prevailed over the weaker, and thus ἐὰν 
invaded the domain of εἰ. Moulton and Milligan s.v. ἐὰν ‘The 

difference between ἐὰν and εἰ is considerably lessened in Hellen- 

istic Greek with the result that the former is found fairly frequent- 

ly with the indicative.” Nothing commoner. 

9. The last point concerns the syntactical position of the pro- 

noun. Couchoud says: ‘De facon générale en latin le pronom 

complément direct est placé de préférence avant le verbe ; en grec 

il est autrement.’ Mark is supposed to follow the Latin construc- 

tion, and as a proof examples like the following are quoted: ἵνα 

αὐτοῦ ἅψωνται, οὐδεὶς ἴσχυεν αὐτὸν δαμάσαι, τίς μου ἥψατο, τρίς με ἀπαρ- 

νήσῃ. 

To begin with, Mark does often follow the construction which 

is said to be genuinely Greek ; in fact, it looks as if he follows it 

more frequently than the Latin one, as witness 1-24 ἦλθες ἀπολέσαι 

ἡμᾶς; 3-2 εἰ θεραπεύσει αὐτόν. 3-2 ἵνα κατηγορήσωσιν αὐτοῦ. 3-19 ὃς καὶ 

παρέδωκεν αὐτόν. 4-12 μή ποτε ἀφεθῇ αὐτοῖς. 4-88 οὐ μέλει σοι; 5-20 

ὅσα ἐποίησεν αὐτῷ. 5-33 εἰδυῖα ὃ γέγονεν αὐτῇ. 5-42 ἵνα μηδεὶς γνῷ τοῦτο. 

6-11 ὃς ἂν μὴ δέξηται ἡμᾶς μηδὲ ἀκούσωσιν ὑμῶν. 6-25 θέλω ἵνα ἐξ αὐτῆς 

δῷς μοι. 6-48 ἤθελε παρελθεῖν αὐτούς. 8-11 ἤρξαντο συζητεῖν αὐτῷ. 8-38 

ὃς γὰρ ἂν ἐπαισχυνθῇ με. 9-22 ἵνα ἀπολέσῃ αὐτόν. 9-28 ὅτι ἡμεῖς οὐκ 
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ἠδυνήθημεν ἐκβαλεῖν αὐτό ; 9-41 ὃς yap ἂν ποτίσῃ ὑμᾶς. 9-43, 44, 47 

ἐὰν σκανδαλίζῃ σε. 10-35 ὃ ἐὰν αἰτήσωμέν σε. 10-36 τί θέλετε ποιῆσαί με 

ὑμῖν; 11-8 τί ποιεῖτε τοῦτο ; 11-18 εἰ ἄρα εὑρήσει τι. 11-25 ἵνα ἀφῇ ὑμῖν. 

On the other hand, the construction which is said to betray 

Latinisms is widely encountered elsewhere. Cf. Lk 6-26 ὅταν ὑμᾶς 

καλῶς εἴπωσιν. 7-2 ὃς ἦν αὐτῷ ἔντιμος. 9-48 ὃς ἐὰν ἐμὲ δέξηται. 10-40 

ἵνα μοι συναντιλάβηται. 6-32 ποία ὑμῖν χάρις ἐστίν ; 7-42 τίς αὐτὸν 

ἀγαπήσει ; Mt 5-46 οὐχὶ καὶ οἱ τελῶναι τὸ αὐτὸ ποιοῦσιν ; 11-3 ἢ ἕτερον 

προσδοκῶμεν ; 17-25 τί σοι δοκεῖ; 19-17 τί με ἐρωτᾷς ; 20-6 τί ὧδε 

ἑστήκατε; 22-18 τί με πειράζετε; 25-37 πότε σε εἴδομεν (repeatedly) ; 

Jn 20-15 ποῦ αὐτὸν ἔθηκας ; Proteu.Jac.8 τί οὖν αὐτὴν ποιήσωμεν ; 14 

τί οὖν αὐτὴν ποιήσω; 17 πῶς αὐτὴν ἀπογράψομαι ; 1Kuan.Thom.?7 ποία 

γαστὴρ τοῦτο ἐβάστασεν ; 1Act.Pil.1 τί οὕτως ἐποιήσατε ; Ceb.Tab.20 
ποῦ αὐτὸν ἀποστέλλει; Antiph.Herod.65 εἰ τίς τινα ἔροιτο. Luc.Somn. 

4 μὴ αὐτὸν ὑπερβάλωμαι. 10 ἣν δ᾽ ἐμοὶ πείθῃ. 10 εἰς μακράν σε διδάξομαι. 

Nigr.6 μάρτυρά σε παραθήσεσθαι ἐθέλω. 8 μετρίως με λυπήσειν ἔοικε. 

10 ἄμεινον εἶχεν αὐτοῦ ἀκούειν. Prom.1 Προμηθέα με εἶναι φής ; Tim.2 

διὰ ταῦτά σοι ἀντιβροντᾶν ἐτόλμα. 39 εἰς οἷά με πράγματα ἐμβάλλεις. 

Pall.Laus.1107 Πατηροῦμ. σε θέλει ἰδεῖν. σύ με εὐλόγησον. 1114 ἐὰν 

μὴ ἐγώ σε παρακαλέσω. ἰδὲ οὖν σοι εὐαγγελίζομαι. Dem.Olyn.3-34 τί 

ὑμῖν χαρίσομαι ; Thue.5-9 ὅταν ἐμὲ ὁρᾷς προσκείμενον. 5-37 εἴ πως οἱ 

Βοιωτοὶ σφίσι ξύμμαχοι γένοιντο. And so on ad infinitum. 

Thus then with regard to Mark’s being a translation from Latin 

I think I am justified in saying Not Proven. 

To me it is perfectly clear that all the primitive scriptural works, 

whether canonical or apocryphal, were composed in Greek by 

authors whose mother tongue was Greek; some of them may 

have possessed a mere smattering of Aramaic, but practically 
none knew Latin. 



ST MARK 

1-4, ἐγένετο Ἰωάννης 6 βαπτίζων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ κηρύσσων βάπτισμα. So 

WH in virtual agreement with Mt 3-1 παραγίνεται ᾿Ιωάννης ὃ βαπτι- 

στὴς κηρύσσων ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ. But D and the old Latins, besides some 

other authorities, give ἐγένετο ᾿Ιωάννης ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ βαπτίζων, thus 

connecting ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ with ἐγένετο. And so the Vulgate fuit Ioannes 

in deserto. Hence I infer that ὁ βαπτίζων (or ὁ βαπτιστὴς) as a distinc- 

tive term from John of Zebedee was inserted in subsequent times 

when Christians absorbed John of Zechariah as one of their saints 

(see my note on Jn 3-25). Luke 3-2, who no doubt took his in- 

formation from Mark, omits this term, stating ἐγένετο ῥῆμα θεοῦ 

ἐπὶ Ἰωάννην υἱὸν Ζαχαρίου, καὶ ἦλθεν εἰς πᾶσαν τὴν περίχωρον τοῦ Ἰορδά- 

νου κηρύσσων. Moreover, βάπτισμα renders ὁ βαπτίζων superfluous. 

Primitively the text must have run ἐγένετο Ἰωάννης ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ 

κηρύσσων βάπτισμα, a kindred construction to which is 1-14 ἦλθεν 

Ἰησοῦς eis τὴν Γαλιλαίαν κηρύσσων τὸ εὐαγγέλιον. 

Should my surmise be well founded, it follows that Luke con- 

sulted an older exemplar of Mark than the one that Matthew copied, 

namely one into which ὁ βαπτίζων had not yet intruded. 

6 βαπτίζων. A participial by-form of the noun βαπτιστὴς, probably 

a demotic form in Hellenistic times. Cf. 5-14 οἱ βόσκοντες = οἱ 

βοσκοί. 15-21 παράγοντα = παροδίτην. Mt 4-3 ὃ πειράζων = 6 πειραστής. 

9-12 of ἰσχύοντες = οἱ ὑγιεῖς. 19-4 ὁ ποιήσας = ὁ ποιητὴς, the creator. 

21-42 of οἰκοδομοῦντες = οἱ οἰκοδόμοι. 25-9 τοὺς πωλοῦντας = τοὺς 

πωλητάς. 28-4 οἱ τηροῦντες = οἱ τηρηταὶ, φύλακες. Lk 3-14 στρατευό- 

μενοι = στρατιῶται. Philo,Opif.M.13 ὁ ποιῶν = ποιητὴς», ete. 

1-6. ἦν δὲ ᾿Ιωάννης ἐσθίων ἀκρίδας καὶ μέλι ἄγριον. Many probably 

will agree with the view expressed in the Encyclopaedia Biblica 

s.v. Husks p.2136 : ‘Common sense tells us that locusts would not 

have been preferred by the Baptist as his habitual food to nourish- 

ment supplied by the soil.’ This observation derives considerable 

support from the fact that in other instances, where Jewish tradi- 

tion represents men as having been driven into the desert either by 

B 
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stress of circumstances or by passion for asceticism, their food is 

said to have been vegetarian. Thus Bavois, an ascetic closely resem- 

bling the Baptist, is described by Josephus (Vit. 2) as τροφὴν τὴν αὖτο- 

μάτως φυομένην προσφερόμενος. Judas Maccabaeos (2Mac.5-27), hav- 

ing retired into the desert, ἐν rots ὄρεσι διέζη σὺν τοῖς pet αὐτοῦ καὶ τὴν 

χορτώδη τροφὴν σιτούμενοι διετέλουν. Compare also 2Esdr.9-26 and 

there I sat among the flowers, and did eat of the herbs of the field and 

the meat of the same satisfied me. 12-51 but I sat in the field seven 

days, and in those days I did eat only of the flowers of the field and 

had my meat of the herbs. So in Dan.4-30 Nabuchadnezzar, when he 

was driven into the desert away from the society of men, χόρτον ὡς 

βοῦς ἤσθιε. In fact, wherever we come across an account of strict 

ascetics, their food is described as being exclusively of what the 

soil produces, and that is their chief characteristic. So Huseb.HE. 

2-23 Ἰάκωβος οὐδὲ ἔμψυχον ἔφαγε. ClemA.Paed.2-1-16 Ματθαῖος μὲν 

οὖν ὃ ἀπόστολος σπερμάτων καὶ ἀκροδρύων καὶ λαχάνων ἄνευ κρεῶν μετε- 

λάμβανεν. Euseb.HE.2-17 θεραπευταὶ οἴνου μὲν τὸ παράπαν οὐδ᾽ ἀπο- 

γεύονται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ τῶν ἐναίμων τινὸς, ὕδωρ δὲ μόνον αὐτοῖς ἐστι τὸ ποτὸν, 

καὶ προσόψημα μετ᾽ ἄρτου ἅλες καὶ ὕσσωπον. Diog.Laert. Vit. Heracl.9-1 

Ἡράκλειτος ᾿Εφέσιος ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσι διῃτᾶτο πόας σιτούμενος καὶ βοτάνας. 

Exactly so Dorotheos, Moses, Hero, Poseidonios, are described by 
Palladios. 

It is true that locusts have constituted an article of food in 

the East. Lev. 11-22 among allowable foods includes ἀκρίδα καὶ τὰ 

ὅμοια αὐτῇ. Diodoros 3-29 and Strabo 772 mention ἀκριδοφάγους in 

Aethiopia. And, as is well known, such is the case even at the 

present time, and notably on Mount Sinai (see Καζαντζάκης, Ταξει- 

devovras p.199). But to assert that the Baptist, an austere ascetic 

if ever there was one, passed over vegetables, the cleanest and 

handiest of foods, and unlike all other ascetics betook himself to 

animal diet is I conceive untenable. An apt illustration of the ab- 
horrence felt by ascetics towards taking life in any form is the 
anecdote concerning Macarios, who as a penance for killing a 

gnat sat naked for six months in the desert ‘ where gnats were as 

large as wasps’. To get over the difficulty the writer in the Ency- 
clopaedia argues that by ἀκρίδας carob pods are meant; but there 
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exists no authority for ἀκρὶς denoting anything else but locust, and 
for a carob pod the biblical word is κεράτιον, so called from its 
similarity to a horn. 

I have no doubt that dxPIAA is a primitive misreading of 

ῬΊΖΑΣ, and to this error the fact that the amanuenses were familiar 

with locusts as a common article of food has possibly contributed. 

Roots, which according to the popular notion consist of all those 

parts of a plant which grow in the earth, would comprise tubers, 

bulbs, and rhizomes such as colocasia antiqguorum, and these 

afford considerable nourishment ; George Sandys, A Relation of 

a Journey begun a.p. 1610 p. 102, says that in his time colocasia 

was largely consumed by the Egyptians. Some such sort of edible 

rhizome must be meant by Herod.2-92 ἡ ῥίζα τοῦ λωτοῦ τούτου ἐδωδίμη 

καὶ ἐγγλύσσει ἐπιεικέως, ἐὸν στρογγύλον, μέγεθος κατὰ μῆλον. Cf. also Job 

30-4 πεφαυλισμένοι, ἐνδεεῖς παντὸς ἀγαθοῦ, οἱ καὶ ῥίζας ξύλων (= φυτῶν) 

ἐμασσῶντο. Mingana’s translation of Serapion’s Life of John the 

Baptist, Bulletin of Rylands Library July 1927 p.449, bears out my 

suggestion, for the Baptist’s food is described as grass, no doubt a 

rendering of the Greek χόρτος = herb; and the English translator 

adds in a footnote ‘the author seems to identify the locusts in con- 

nection with the food of John with a kind of grass, and this is also 

the opinion of some ancient writers.’ Further support is afforded 

by the Commentaries of Isho'dad of Merv p.23 (Mrs Gibson’s trans- 

lation), which state ‘others say that the locusts are tender roots 

like parsnips ’. 

Proceeding now to the consideration of the word μέλι, I would 

observe that the Evangelist’s intention must have been to say that, 

as John’s dress was of the coarsest kind, so was his food of the 

poorest. But honey in the Scriptures is reckoned, as it were, a 

great luxury. For Deut.32-13 and Ps.80-17, in enumerating the 

luxuries bestowed by God, mention μέλι ἐκ πέτρας. Cf. also Ex.3-8 

εἰς γῆν ἀγαθὴν, εἰς γῆν ῥέουσαν γάλα καὶ μέλι. Ezek.16-19 σεμίδαλιν καὶ 

ἔλαιον καὶ μέλι ἐψώμισά σε. Cant.4-11 κηρίον ἀποστάζουσι χείλη σου, 

νύμφη. The ancient commentators evidently have felt the impos- 

sibility of an ascetic indulging in honey, and that is why they 

asserted that the honey meant was not that which is sweet, but of 
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a bitter and hateful kind, such as the bees of the wilderness make 

(see Isho'dad p.24). 
I would now observe that, as is well known, we find throughout 

the New Testament the intentional replacement of words by their 

synonyms or by other words which apparently suit the context 

equally well. So Mt 5-47 ἀδελφοὺς-φίλους. 47 ἐθνικοὶ-τελῶναι. 7-4 ἐκ- 

ἀπό. 8-34 ὅπως-ἵνα. 9-14 πολλὰ-πυκνά, 36 ἐσκυλμένοι-ἐκλελυμένοι. 10-23 

ἑτέραν-ἄλλην. 13-29 φησὶν-ἔφη-λέγει. 30 ἕως-μέχρι-ἄχρι. 15-6 λόγον-νόμον- 

ἐντολήν. 22 ἔκραξεν-ἐκραύγασεν. 16-27 τὴν πρᾶξιν-τὰ ἔργα. 18-1 dpa- 

ἡμέρα. 19-28 ὑμεῖς-αὐτοί. 20-34 ὀμμάτων-ὀφθαλμῶν. 21-31 ὕστερος-δεύ- 

τερος-ἔσχατος. 22-10 νυμφὼν-γάμος. 24-45 οἰκετείας-θεραπείας. Mk 1-26 

φωνῆσαν-κράξαν. 3-29 ἁμαρτίας-ἁμαρτήματος-κρίσεως. 4-19 aidvos-Biov. 

14-44 σύσσημον-σημεῖον, and so forth. Particularly instructive, as 

showing how recklessly the scribes were tampering with the sacred 

texts from the earliest days of Christianity, is what we are told by 

Origen at Mt 2-18 (I take the passage from Tischendorf) ῥαμὰ oy- 

μαίνει τόπον ὑψηλὸν, ὅθεν ἔν τισι τῶν ἀντιγράφων τοῦ προφήτου γέγραπται 

φωνὴ ἐν τῇ ὑψηλῇ ἠκούσθη. Now, μέλι and κηρίον are convertible terms 

in the sacred books; cf. Prov.24-13 φάγε μέλι, ἀγαθὸν γὰρ κηρίον. Cant. 

4-11 κηρίον ἀποστάζουσι χείλη cov, νύμφη, etc. Thus, I believe that 

κηρίον stood once in the text ; but being a comparatively rare word 

in the sense of honey, it was replaced by its synonym μέλι on grounds 

similar to that adduced by Origen in the case of jaya. And further, 

I believe that KHPION was a misreading of KAPIION. Should I be 

right, the corruption must have occurred very early, certainly be- 

fore Matthew was compiled, it may be from a copy made from the 

archetype itself. Such were the circumstances under which the first 

books of the early Christians were written that misreadings of this 

nature could hardly be avoided ; for the narratives circulated in 

a community of poor men who could only afford cheap writing 

materials—perhaps palimpsests, faulty papyri or membranes—and 

who, being ill-educated (even Paul so describes himself), would 

probably neither write distinctly, nor in copying take such pains 

as a practised literary man would consider indispensable. 

My conclusion therefore is that instead of ἐσθίων ἀκρίδας καὶ μέλι 

ἄγριον the archetype read ἐσθίων ῥίζας καὶ καρπὸν ἄγριον. For parallel 
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instances compare Strabo 513 οἱ μὲν οὖν ἐν τοῖς νήσοις οὐκ ἔχοντες σπό- 
ριμα ῬΙΖοφαγοῦσι καὶ ᾿ΑΓΡΙΟΙΣ χρῶνται ΚΑΡΠΟΙ͂Σ. Herod.1-202 
Bit pes ot σιτέονται μὲν PIZAS τὸ θέρος, KAPIIOYS δὲ ἀπὸ beep oy 

τὴν χειμερινήν. Pallad.Laus.1179 βραχέσι φοινικίοις διεγενόμην καὶ εἴ 
που ΒΟΤΑΝΑΣ εὗρον ᾿ΑΤΡΙΑΣ. 

1 have now I think produced sufficient evidence to convince any 

one who will consider the point with an open mind. But that is the 
difficulty. 

1-12, τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτὸν ἐκβάλλει εἰς τὴν ἔρημον. This was copied from 

Mt 4-1 ἀνήχθη εἰς τὴν ἔρημον ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος. But Mark, by sub- 

stituting τὸ πνεῦμα and ἐκβάλλει ἴον ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος and ἀνήχθη, has 

entirely obscured the point of the primitive legend. See note on 

Mt 4-1. 

1-26. σπαράξαν αὐτόν. Convulsing him. The rendering tearing, due 

to the Vulgate, is inaccurate, for an epileptic is not torn but con- 

vulsed. In MGk one of the significations of σπαράσσω (in the form 

of σπαράζω) is to fall into convulsions; a fish, for instance, when 

landed σπαράζει. Βλάχος " σπαράζω, se débattre’? and ‘ σπαραγμὸς, con- 

vulsion.’ Hellenistically σπαράσσω must have possessed not only an 

intransitive but also an active force, for Sophocles records from the 

fourth century a.D. ‘6 σπαράκτης = ὃ σπαράσσων.᾽ 

1-43, ἐμβριμησάμενος αὐτῷ εὐθέως ἐξέβαλεν αὐτόν. This harsh rebuke 

and treatment of the unfortunate leper as though he had inflicted 

his malady on himself is uncalled for; and ἐξέβαλεν by itself, with- 

out some indication whither (as in Jn 9-34 ἐξέβαλον αὐτὸν ἔξω) or 

whence, either expressed or readily supplied by the context (as 

ἐκβαλὼν πάντας of 5-40, where ἐκ τοῦ οἴκου is understood from v.38 

ἔρχονται εἰς τὸν οἶκον), sounds too indefinite. But ἐξέβαλεν without 

whither or whence, and only with a personal object, is specifically 

applied to the casting out of devils ; so 1-34 δαιμόνια πολλὰ ἐξέβαλε. 

6-13 δαιμόνια πολλὰ ἐξέβαλλον, and very often. I presume therefore 

that καὶ ἐμβριμησάμενος αὐτῷ ἐξέβαλεν αὐτὸν was at one time an 

alternative marginal reading to v.25 καὶ ἐπετίμησεν αὐτῷ ὁ ̓ Ιησοῦς 

λέγων "Ἔξελθε ἐξ αὐτοῦ, the rebuke being thus addressed not to the 

leper but to the unclean spirit. 

2-7, οὕτω λαλεῖ. The force of this phrase has been missed. The 
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meaning is he speaks at random, he rants, οὕτω being equivalent to 

the classical αὔτως (or sometimes οὕτως), εἰκῆ. Of. Dio Chrys.613-6 

οὕτως (offhand, as Field interprets at Jn 4-6), φαύλως τε καὶ ἀκόμψως. 

The idiom has been preserved in MGk ; BAdyos 8.v.érou (= οὕτω) “τὸ 

εἶπα ἔτσι, je Vai dit sans conséquence, j’ai parlé en Tair.’ See also 

my note on Jn 4-6 and Blaydes on Soph.Aj. 1207. 

I may here refer to Thuk.7-74 καὶ ἐπειδὴ καὶ ὡς οὐκ εὐθὺς ὥρμησαν, 

where from not understanding the force οὗ ὡς Stahl and others 

delete καὶ ἐπειδή. Τῦ 15 in every day use in MGk as ἔτσι καὶ ἔτσι (Ξε ὡς 

καὶ ὧς), meaning im any case. 

2-8. τί, How? See note on 8-12. 

2-15. ἦσαν yap πολλοὶ καὶ ἠκολούθουν αὐτῷ. The conjunction stands 

for a relative pronoun. Similarly 15-25 ἦν δὲ ὥρα τρίτη καὶ (= dre) 

ἐσταύρωσαν αὐτόν. 6-50 πάντες yap αὐτὸν εἶδον καὶ ἐταράχθησαν (Ξε πάντες 

γὰρ, ὅτε εἶδον αὐτὸν, ἐταράχθησαν). It is a paratactic popular form of 

speech. The commas generally placed after πολλοὶ, τρίτη, εἶδον, are 

better away. Pernot, La Langue des Evangiles p.196: “ καὶ n’a pas 
d’autre valeur que of; méme construction en grec moderne.’ 

2-19, μὴ δύνανται οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυμφῶνος ἐν ᾧ ὁ νυμφίος μετ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐστιν 

νηστεύειν ; The meaning of the word νυμφῶνος is misunderstood 

when it is taken to indicate a bride-chamber. It is clear from Mt 22-10 

ἐπλήσθη ὁ νυμφὼν ἀνακειμένων that banquets were given in the νυμφὼν, 

and this cannot have been possible in a bride-chamber. The word 

must signify a banqueting-hall, in which the wedding feast took 

place, perhaps also the wedding itself. Such halls are common in 

India at the present time. Weddings in that country are grand 

affairs, and are followed by costly entertainments on which the 
savings of many years’ hard work are spent. To these feasts a great 
number of relatives and friends, or perhaps even all the caste-fellows 
in the place, are invited ; and as the private houses are small and 
inadequate for such large gatherings, public halls of a kind have 
been provided in which guests are entertained. It is evident from 
what we find in the New Testament (see Mt 22-2ff) that weddings 
in Palestine also were followed by great feasts, and I venture to 
suggest that, owing to circumstances similar to those which prevail 
in India, public halls must have existed in that country for the con- 
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venience of those who entertained. This interpretation of νυμφὼν is 

borne out by the lemma of this note, which states that the sons of 

the νυμφὼν, that is, the men who are in the νυμφὼν, cannot abstain 

from eating and drinking; in other words, that they are there 

for the purpose of eating and drinking. Should my view be cor- 

rect, then οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυμφῶνος must be interpreted the guests at 

a wedding. 

But, though the context requires this interpretation, there is no 

denying that νυμφὼν according to its formation should mean a 

bride’s quarters, in which sense we find it in the only two passages 

of the Old Testament (Tob.6-14 and 16) in which it occurs. It is 

a moot point then whether νυμφὼν has not displaced γάμος every- 

wherein the NT, as it has also done apparently in Mt 22-10, where 

Codex B gives on the margin the variant γάμος, written by the 

original scribe himself. 
So I wrote in 1903. Since then I have noticed that Zorell (1911) 

adopts my interpretation of νυμφών. It was not in Grimm (1903). 

I may add that the Egyptian συμπόσια (see Milligan’s Vocabulary) 

were probably banqueting halls of the same description as the 

Indian ones. And I have been informed by M. Scrini, a resident of 

Beirut, that such halls exist in Syria even at the present time. 

2-21. αἴρει τὸ πλήρωμα ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ τὸ καινὸν τοῦ παλαιοῦ, Such is the 

reading adopted by Tischendorf, other readings being τὸ πλήρωμα 

αὐτοῦ (instead of τὸ πλήρωμα ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ) and ἀπὸ τοῦ παλαιοῦ (instead 

of τοῦ παλαιοῦ). A passage borrowed from Mt 9-16 αἴρει yap τὸ πλή- 

ρωμα αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἱματίου, the words ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ representing ἀπὸ τοῦ 

ἱματίου of Matthew after their corruption from ἀπὸ χρηστοῦ ἱματίου 

(see my comment on that passage). The words τὸ καινὸν and rod 

παλαιοῦ are explanatory of τὸ πλήρωμα and αὐτοῦ respectively, and 

most probably in the first instance they were noted as such on the 

margin. Mark seems to have taken αἴρει of Matthew in the sense 

of ἀφαιρεῖ instead of in that of λαμβάνει, and to have thus misunder- 

stood his sentence as meaning the Vulgate aufert supplementum 

novum a veteri, an absurd meaning. Luke 5-36 οὐδεὶς ἐπίβλημα ἀπὸ 

ἱματίου καινοῦ σχίσας ἐπιβάλλει ἐπὶ ἱμάτιον παλαιὸν has understood 

Matthew correctly. Such modern expositors as I have consulted 
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seem to me to have shirked grappling with the difficulties of the 

passage ; they merely adopt the Vulgate interpretation. 

2-23. ἐγένετο αὐτὸν ἐν τοῖς σάββασιν [παρα]πορεύεσθαι διὰ τῶν σπορί- 

pov, καὶ οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἤρξαντο ὁδὸν ποιεῖν τίλλοντες τοὺς στάχυας. 

Apart from the fact that ὁδὸν ποιεῖν in the sense of to make one’s way 

is found only as a Hebraism (see Field) in Judg.17-8, it ought to be 

clear that it is redundant after παραπορεύεσθαι ; with that sense the 

text would say ἐγένετο αὐτὸν παραπορεύεσθαι καὶ ot μαθηταὶ ἤρξαντο 

παραπορεύεσθαι. Besides, we miss the motive of the disciples in 

plucking the ears of corn; it was of course to eat them, and this 

is expressly stated in the parallel passages (1) Mt 12-1 ἐν ἐκείνῳ τῷ 

καιρῷ ἐπορεύθη ὃ ᾿Ιησοῦς τοῖς σάββασιν διὰ τῶν σπορίμων, οἱ δὲ μαθηταὶ 

αὐτοῦ ἐπείνασαν καὶ ἤρξαντο τίλλειν στάχυας καὶ ἐσθίειν, and (2) Lk 6-1 

ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν σαββάτῳ διαπορεύεσθαι αὐτὸν διὰ σπορίμων καὶ ἔτιλλον 

οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ τοὺς στάχυας καὶ ἤσθιον. The right reading is 

evidently δειπνοποιεῖν = to make a meal, representing ἐσθίειν in Mt 

and Lk. Both δειπνοποιεῖν and ἀριστοποιεῖν are frequently encoun- 

tered. 

3-4, ἔξεστι τοῖς σάββασιν ἀγαθοποιῆσαι ; ἢ κακοποιῆσαι ; So Souter 

punctuates, I think rightly. The Lord’s question is ironical; it 

essentially means: What do you wish me then to do on a Sabbath 

Day? to do harm perhaps rather than do good? It isin the second 

colon that μᾶλλον must be understood, and not in the first as is 
generally assumed. 

3-5. ἔκτεινον τὴν χεῖρά σου. This should not be rendered by stretch 

forth thy hand, but obviously by stretch forth thy arm, for, as shown 

by ΜΟΙ, χεὶρ could be employed instead of βραχίων. Βλάχος 5.γν.χέρι 

«χέρι, main; [ovvexdoxixds] bras; ἐκόπηκαν τὰ χέρια pov, j'ai les bras 

rompus.’ In the same way ποὺς could stand for σκέλος or κνήμη; cf. 

Apoe.10-1 οἱ πόδες αὐτοῦ ὡς στῦλοι πυρὸς, Where Charles hurries to 

the conclusion that πόδες in the sense of legs must be a Hebraism. 

But again compare the MGK πόδι (πόδιον) ; Βλάχος s.v. πόδι " τρέμουν 

τὰ πόδια Tov, les jambes lui flageolent.? See my note on Lk 6-10. 
3-14, ἐποίησεν δώδεκα obs καὶ ἀποστόλους ὠνόμασεν ἵνα ὦσιν per αὐτοῦ 

καὶ ἵνα ἀποστέλλῃ αὐτοὺς κηρύσσειν καὶ ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν ἐκβάλλειν τὰ δαι- 
, ‘ t Ἂς an 

μόνια. Kal ἐποίησεν τοὺς δώδεκα, kai ἐπέθηκεν ὄνομα τῷ Σίμωνι Πέτρον. 
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So runs this passage in Codex B, but there is no small diversity 
of reading in other Mss, a circumstance which points to the orig- 
inal text having been tampered with. The passage as it stands is 
in fact unsatisfactory on several grounds. In the first place, ἐποίησεν 
δώδεκα without a complement of the predicate, such as we find in 

phrases like Acts 2-36 κύριον αὐτὸν καὶ Χριστὸν ὁ θεὸς ἐποίησεν, cannot 

mean he appointed twelve as the words are conveniently glossed, 

but only he made or created twelve. Nor can we evade the difficulty 

by construing ἐποίησεν iva ὦσιν, because we should then be forced 

to construe ἐποίησεν ἵνα ἀποστέλλῃ, an impossible construction. In 

the second place, ἵνα ἀποστέλλῃ ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν yields no satisfactory 

sense ; at best it might signify so that he might send them forth to 

acquire authority, and this meaning is inadmissible. Thirdly, the 

repetition καὶ ἐποίησεν instead of ἐποίησεν οὖν is strange and un- 

Greek. Fourthly, it is surprising that the writer should at once 

proceed to state what was the surname given to Simon without 
first mentioning, as is done in Lk 6-14, that Simon was appointed 

one of the Apostles. Lastly, it is equally surprising that the name 

of Andrew should be detached from that of his brother Simon, and 

inserted further on between those of the brothers John and James 

and those of the brothers Philip and Bartholomew. Like John and 

James, so are Simon and Andrew linked together everywhere else 
(Mt 4-18. 10-2. 17-1. Mk 1-16. Lk6-14. Jn 1-45), with the sole ex- 

ception of Mk 13-3, where ᾿Ανδρέας is an interpolation, as I point out 

in my comment upon that passage. 
With regard to ἐποίησεν, I believe it is a corruption of ἑτοίμασεν 

(without augment; see Jannaris § 717). Compared palaeographi- 

cally, ETOIMASEN and ENOIHSEN are very similar, so much so 

that further on, in 15-1, we find the reading varying between ἕτοι- 

μάσαντες (which Tischendorf prefers) and ποιήσαντες, and in Ps 118- 

73 between ἑτοίμασαν and ἐποίησαν. With this alteration the syntax 

becomes grammatical ; ef. Acts 23-23 ἑτοιμάσατε στρατιώτας διακο- 

σίους ὅπως πορευθῶσιν. Barn.14-5 Ἰησοῦ ὃς εἰς τοῦτο ἡτοιμάσθη, ἵνα 

διάθηται ἐν ἡμῖν διαθήκην. Apoc.8-6 οἱ ἑπτὰ ἄγγελοι ἡτοίμασαν αὐτοὺς 

ἵνα σαλπίσωσιν. Similarly 2Kings 5-12 ἡτοίμασεν αὐτὸν κύριος εἰς βα- 

σιλέα (= ἵνα ἢ βασιλεύς). As the object of ἑτοίμασεν we have to supply 

σ 
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μαθητὰς in the same way as in Lk 10-1 ἀνέδειξεν ὃ κύριος καὶ ἑτέρους 

ἑβδομήκοντα. The sense now is: and he made ready twelve disciples 

whom also he named Apostles, to the end that they might be with him 

and that he might send them forth to preach. I surmise that Barnabas 

19-7, in saying ἦλθεν [ὁ θεὸς] οὐ κατὰ πρόσωπον καλέσαι GAN ἐφ᾽ ods τὸ 

πνεῦμα ἡτοίμασεν, gathered his idea from our passage. Cf. further 

Lk 1-17 ἑτοιμάσαι κυρίῳ λαὸν κατεσκευασμένον (passage derived from 

Sir.49-12 λαὸν ἅγιον κυρίῳ ἡτοιμασμένον εἰς δόξαν). 

With regard to the words καὶ ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν ἐκβάλλειν τὰ δαιμόνια, 

καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς δώδεκα, I believe that in their place there once stood 

these words: πρῶτον Σίμωνα (this on manuscript authority) τὸν τοῦ 

᾿Ιωνᾶ καὶ ᾿Ανδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν τοῦ Σίμωνος in agreement with the next 

parallel sentence Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ ᾿Ιωάννην τὸν ἀδελφὸν 

τοῦ Ἰακώβου. These words were most likely rubbed off in order to 

make room for the sentence καὶ ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν ἐκβάλλειν τὰ δαιμόνια 

out of a desire to invest the Apostles with prodigious power. As, 

however, they consisted of 52 letters whereas the sentence inserted 

consisted of only 35, there was a considerable space left blank, and 

I suggest that it was with the object of filling up this gap that the 

superfluous words καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς δώδεκα were interpolated, this 

addition bringing up the spurious letters to 56. 

3-21. ἀκούσαντες οἱ παρ᾿ αὐτοῦ ἐξῆλθον κρατῆσαι αὐτὸν, ἔλεγον yap ὅτι 

ἐξέστη. In the previous verse we are informed that crowds went 

eagerly to listen to Jesus’s preaching, and one would have expected 

his friends (οἱ zap’ αὐτοῦ) to be elated at his success rather than look 

upon it as a sign of insanity. But it is conceivable that his enemies 

were alarmed by this success and minded to arrest him, giving out 

tothe multitude that he was mad and dangerous. D, however, gives 

καὶ ὅτε ἤκουσαν περὶ αὐτοῦ οἱ γραμματεῖς καὶ οἱ λοιποὶ, as do the old 

Latins ; besides one of them reads Φαρισαῖοι instead of λοιποί, Ac- 

cordingly Toup has conjectured ἀκούσαντες of Φαρισαῖοι περὶ αὐτοῦ. 

In this form perhaps this verse was a variation on the next one, 

in which Jesus is accused of having dealings with Beelzeboul. 

3-29. ἔνοχός ἐστιν αἰωνίου ἁμαρτήματος. 1.6. guilty of eternal punish- 

ment, such as the enormity of his sin comports. Similarly Enoch 

21-6 ἐδέθησαν ὧδε μέχρι τοῦ πληρῶσαι μυρία ἔτη, Tov χρόνον τῶν ἅμαρ- 
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τημάτων αὐτῶν, until they complete ten thousand years, namely such 

lengthy time as their sins deserve. HermP. 3Vis.7-6 ὅταν βασανι- 

σθῶσιν καὶ ἐκπληρώσωσιν τὰς ἡμέρας τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν αὐτῶν. 

3-30. ὅτι ἔλεγον πνεῦμα ἀκάθαρτον ἔχει. Probably a marginal com- 

ment. 

4-6. ὅτε ἀνέτειλεν ὃ ἥλιος. A reproduction of the error ἀνατείλαντος 

of Mt 13-6, showing that the parable of the sower was taken from 

Matthew, and not vice versa. See note on that verse. 

4-21. μή τι ὁ λύχνος ἔρχεται ; The correctness of ἔρχεται has been 

disputed, and Naber proposed aipera: (see Baljon). But I fancy that 

it was chosen in view of the advent of the Lord who came into the 

world to enlighten us, asa light comes, or is brought, into a room 

(Weiss: wenn die Lampe ins Zimmer gebracht wird) where men 

sit in darkness; such men, when the light was being brought in, 

would exclaim: There, the light is coming. There is an evident 

connection between 6 λύχνος ἔρχεται and Jn 1-9 ἦν τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀληθινὸν, 

ὃ φωτίζει πάντα ἄνθρωπον, ἐρχόμενον εἰς τὸν κόσμον. 

4-22. οὐ γὰρ ἔστι τι κρυπτὸν ἐὰν μὴ ἵνα φανερωθῇ, οὐδὲ ἐγένετο ἀπό- 
κρυφον ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα εἰς φανερὸν ἔλθῃ. Here ἀλλὰ means the same as the 

foregoing ἐὰν μὴ, both being alternative forms οἵ εἰμὴ, except. G.C. 

Richards has also perceived that in this passage ἐὰν μὴ and ἀλλὰ are 

parallel, but has added that this is a usage which Aramaic explains 

but Greek does not. This has been rebutted by Moulton and Milli- 

gan v. ἀλλὰ, but I may as well contribute my note on Rom.14-14: 

"εἰμὴ = ἀλλά. It is found so employed in 1Cor.7-17. Gal.1-7, ete. 

Accordingly, the reading in Mk 4-22 and 9-8 varies between εἰμὴ 

(illustrated by Blaydes at Arist.Eq.186) or ἐὰν μὴ and ἀλλά. It often 

takes the form ἂν μὴ (see note on v. 11) or ἐὰν μή ; ef. Gal.2-16. In 

this form, namely ἀμὴ or ἀμὲ, it survives in MGk ; see Jannaris, 

§ 1982. Reversely, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ is frequently substituted for εἰμὴ in its 

meaning of πλὴν or nisi; ef. Just.352a ris τυφλὸς ἀλλ᾽ ἢ οἱ παῖδές μου; 

Illustrated by Blaydes at Arist.Eq.953. But Gen.21-26 οὐδὲ ἤκουσα 

ἀλλὰ (a variant ἀλλ᾽ ἢ) σήμερον shows that even a simple ἀλλὰ could 

substitute εἰμὴ in the sense of nisi. Apparently therefore ἀλλ᾽ ἢ is 

merely ἀλλὰ with its ending assimilated to that of εἰμὴ, and to this 

also points the combination πλὴν ἢ (corrupted by Kock into πλὴν 
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εἰ at Arist.Nub.361 and 734), where in point of sense ἢ is redun- 

dant.’ Add Mk 9-8 οὐδένα εἶδον ἀλλὰ (a variant εἰμὴ) τὸν Ἰησοῦν. Thue. 

3-71 μηδετέρους δέχεσθαι ἀλλ᾽ ἢ μιᾷ νηΐ, where see commentators. 

For some time there has been abroad an epidemic of supposed 

Semitisms. Besides the above example, Ihave noticed the following: 

1. συμπόσια συμπόσια. See my note on 6-39. 

2. repetition of αὐτόν. See my note on Mt 4-5. 

3. ἀναστᾶσα ἐπορεύθη. Cf. Lk 1-39, where I have commented as 

follows: «When a sudden or immediate action is told, ἀναστὰς or 

ἐγερθεὶς is added as if one had been quietly sitting and unexpectedly 

rose up to activity. Such examples exist in abundance. The same is 

exactly the case in MGk, which in similar cases employs σηκώνου- 

μαι = ἐγείρομαι. So this idiom has nothing to do with Hebrew, as is 

supposed ; if it exists in Hebrew, it is a coincidence.’ Linguistic 

coincidences are not infrequent. 

4, φῶς = fire. See note on 14-54. 

5. ὅτι--- αὐτοῦ. On Jn 1-161 have commented as follows: ‘Equal to 

the genitive of a relative pronoun. Charles in the Greek Versions 

of the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs p. lv, and Burney in the 

Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel p. 76, misconceive this idiom 

as a Semitism, and assume it to be one of the proofs that both these 

works are but translations from the Aramaic; it is a proof of 

no value. Pernot, in reviewing Burney’s book in the Revue des 

Etudes Grecques, Janvier-Mars 1924 p. 128, writes “Apres tout ce 

qu’on a écrit sur la construction οὗ οὔκ εἰμι ἱκανὸς κύψας λῦσαι τὸν 

ἱμάντα τῶν ὑποδημάτων αὐτοῦ (Mk 1-7), on est surpris de la voir encore 

qualifiée d’hebraisme. Le gr. mod. coincide ici d’une fagon frappante 

avec V’hebreu : ποῦ est equivalent de ascher ; Vhomme ἃ qui j’ai dit 

= homme que (ascher or ποῦ) je lui ai dit ; la femme que (ascher ou 

ποῦ) j'ai vu l’enfant d’elle, etc. 1] 5᾽ agit la d’un phenoméne linguisti- 

que bien connu, et courant en frangais populaire par exemple [cf. 

Daudet, Lettres de mon Moulin, Le Curé de Cucugnan: Les gens 

de Cucugnan, que cest moi qui suis leur priewr].”? This is a legitimate 

idiom both Hellenistically and at present, and I have fully illus- 

trated it myself in my note on Rom.8-29. I have explained there 

that ὅτι represents an indeclinable conjunction which replaces re- 
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lative pronouns in all their forms.’ In replacing a genitive or 

dative or one with a preposition the corresponding demonstrative 
pronoun is subjoined in the same form. 

6. I have noticed lately in one of the learned Reviews that the 

variant λέγοντες as equivalent to δόξαντες in Jn 11-31 is called a 

Hebraism. My note on that verse runs as follows: ‘ The variant Aé- 

yovres is rather better attested and perfectly suitable. It means 

δοκοῦντες, thinking, as it does also in MGk. BAdyos 8.v. λέγω ““λέγεις νὰ 

τὸ κάμῃ ; croyez-vous quil le fera?”? So 3Kings 5-5 λέγω οἰκοδομῆσαι, 

1 am thinking of building. Judg.15-2 εἶπα ὅτι μισῶν ἐμίσησας, [thought 

you hated. Ps.105-23 εἶπε rod ἐξολοθρέψαι, he thought of exterminating, 

etc. This signification dates from as far back as Homer; ef. [366 

ἢ τ᾿ ἐφάμην τίσεσθαι. α194 δὴ yap μιν ἔφαντ᾽ ἐπιδήμιον εἶναι. Similarly 

Jn 7-44 a variant ἔλεγον for ἤθελον and 11-13 ἔλεγον for ἔδοξαν.’ 

Coraes, "Araxra 2-116, refers to Soph. Ε].8 φάσκειν Μυκήνας ὁρᾷν and 

Hesych. ‘ dav, ὑπέλαβον, ἔλεγον.’ 

7. Charles, in XII Patr.Jud.9, states: ‘ συνέπεσα πρὸς αὐτήν. This 

peculiar clause recurs in xiii.3,7 ; Test.Jos.ix.5. So far as Iam aware, 

it is not only quite unexampled but quite impossible [516] ἴῃ Greek. 

Nor can it be explained as a corruption native to the Greek. We 

must therefore have recourse to the Hebrew. Yet the sense of the 

phrase is obvious from a comparison of the three passages. It de- 

notes a licit or illicit sexual connection.’ The phrase means in Greek 

exactly what Charles requires, namely I lay, I went to bed, with her. 

Cf. Petruseuang.5 περιήρχοντο δὲ πολλοὶ μετὰ λύχνων νομίζοντες ὅτι 

νύξ ἐστιν ἔπεσάν τε, many thought that it was night and went to bed 

(wrongly rendered by Preuschen as sie fielen ein). Sophocles v. πίπτω 

‘to lie with = συγγίγνομαί τινι. Apophth.309b. Joann.Mosch.2892b, 

μετά twos. [3065 ὁ ἀδελφός σου ἔπεσεν εἰς THY γυναῖκα]. Jejun.1921d, 

εἰς ἀβάπτιστον = συγγίγνεσθαι ἀβαπτίστῳ γυναικί. Βλάχος 5. ν. πίπτω 

«πᾶμεν νὰ πέσωμεν, allons nous coucher.’? Curious that Charles never 

consulted Sophocles. And I may here submit that to anyone who 

deals with Hellenistic Greek three works at least are indispens- 

able: Sophocles’s Lexicon, Jannaris’s Grammar, and Moulton and 

Milligan’s Vocabulary. 
8. Charles further in his Revelation vol.1 p.259 is puzzled how to 
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reconcile οἱ πόδες with στῦλοι of Apoc.10-1 of πόδες αὐτοῦ ws στῦλοι 

πυρὸς, and he saw in πόδες a Hebraism ; but see my note on 3-5. 

9. Apoe. 15-11 ἐλάλει ὡς δράκων. Charles’s comment p.cli is ‘a 

dragon does not speak.’ Nor do the following animate and inani- 

mate objects speak : monkeys, locusts, cicadas, swallows, and other 

birds, flutes; yet, as a glance at Liddell and Scott would have 

shown, the verb λαλῶ expresses their various voices or sounds. It 

is therefore unnecessary to trace back ἐλάλει to a Hebrew word, 

which in its turn is suspected to be an error for another Hebrew 

word. I was curious to see what Charles’s comment is on 1-15 ἡ 

φωνὴ αὐτοῦ ὡς φωνὴ ὑδάτων (Εἰ, 5. Smythe, The Times 22.8.1931 ‘the 

insistent voices of the distant torrents’), considering that waters 

have no voice ; but no Hebraism is there suggested. 

10. πέμψας διὰ τῶν μαθητῶν, See note on Mt 11-2. 

11. ἐγένετο ἄνθρωπος ἀπεσταλμένος παρὰ θεοῦ, ὄνομα αὐτῷ ᾿Ιωάννης. 

See note on Jn 1-6. To the instances quoted in that note add Lucian, 

Ind. Voe.7 παρὰ κωμῳδιῶν τινι ποιητῇ, Λυσίμαχος ἐκαλεῖτο. Philo, Flac. 

1651 εἰς τὴν λυπροτάτην τῶν ἐν Αἰγαίῳ, Γύαρα καλεῖται, διώκεσθαι. Huseb. 

EH.6-5 τὸν δικαστὴν, Ἀκύλας ἦν τούτῳ ὄνομα. Hom.d355 Αἰγύπτου προ- 

πάροιθε, Φάρον δέ Pe κικλήσκουσι. 0256 ὑὸς ἐπῆλθε, Θεοκλύμενος δ᾽ ὄνομα 

ἦεν. 0403 νῆσός τις, Ξυρίη κικλήσκεται. 

We shall now dismiss Hebraisms, Aramaisms and Semitisms. 

4-22. κρυπτόν. Expositors have failed to perceive that κρυπτὸν here 

means κρυπτὸν ἐν τῇ γῇ. τεθαμμένον, as it stands in the 4th logion of 

the New Sayings of Jesus published by Grenfell and Hunt. It refers 

to the concealment of valuables by burying them in the earth for 

safety. Cf. Mt 13-44 θησαυρῷ κεκρυμμένῳ ἐν τῷ ἀγρῷ, where Wetstein 

comments ‘solebant et avari et qui invasionem hostilem metuebant 

aurum suum defodere,’ and illustrates this sort of precaution by a 

mass of quotations, out of which I may cite Josep.B.7-5-2 χρυσίον 
καὶ ἄργυρον καὶ τὰ τῆς ἄλλης τιμιώτατα κατασκευῆς, ἅπερ οἱ κεκτημένοι 

πρὸς τὰς ἀδήλους τοῦ πολέμου τύχας κατὰ γῆς ἀποτεθησαυρήκεσαν. Cf. 

also Mt 25-18 ὦρυξεν γῆν καὶ ἀπέκρυψεν τὸ ἀργύριον. 

Reverting to the logion quoted above, I think Grenfell and Hunt 

were not right in preferring to complete it by οὐκ ἐγερθήσεται instead 
of by οὐκ ἀποκαλυφθήσεται. 
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And in the Logia of 1897 ἐὰν μὴ νηστεύσητε τὸν κόσμον οὐ μὴ εὕρητε 
τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ ἐὰν μὴ σαββατίσητε τὸ σάββατον οὐκ ὄψεσθε 
τὸν πατέρα, I have no doubt that τὸ σάββατον is an old misreading 

of τὸν σατανᾶν, both νηστεύσητε and σαββατίσητε being used meta- 

phorically in the sense of ye keep aloof from. 

And in the second logion Λέγει I... οἱ ἕλκοντες Huds... ἡ βασιλεία 

ἐν οὐρ. . .. I submit the following as a more plausible restoration 

than the one suggested by Grenfell and Hunt: Λέγει Ἰάκωβος αὐτῷ 

Τίνες οἱ ἕλκοντες ἡμᾶς εἰς ἀπώλειαν (Or ὄλεθρον or ἐπιθυμίας) καὶ πότε ἡ 

βασιλεία ἐν οὐρανῷ ἔσται; Λέγει Ἰησοῦς... Forit looks as if the question 

was put by ἃ disciple, to which the master replies, and this disciple 

presumably is James, for ἕλκοντες in a pejorative sense occurs in 

Jam. 1-14 ὑπὸ τῆς ἰδίας ἐπιθυμίας ἐξελκόμενος καὶ δελεαζόμενος. The con- 

tinuation τὰ πετεινὰ κτλ would comport with ἕλκοντες εἰς ἀπώλ. if its 

scope is that the whole creation conspires to drag you on to perdition. 

4-24, βλέπετε. Take heed. Cf. Mt 16-6 ὁρᾶτε καὶ προσέχετε. Eph.5-15 

βλέπετεπῶς περιπατεῖτε. 1Acts Pil.15-3 βλέπετε μήπως μὴ ἀναγνῷ. Arr. 

Epict. 1-3 ὁρᾶτε viv καὶ προσέχετε. 

βλέπετε τί ἀκούετε. Take heed as to what ye are taught. In my note 

on Lk 8-18 I have fully illustrated the meaning of ἀκούειν = to be 

taught. What the teaching is to which attention is being drawn 

either here or at Lk 8-18 is left unspecified, for I believe that the 

following ἐν ᾧ μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε κτὰ forms a new detached sentence. 

4-26. οὕτως ἐστὶν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ὡς ἐὰν ἄνθρωπος βάλῃ τὸν σπόρον 

ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς καὶ καθεύδῃ καὶ ἐγείρηται νύκτα καὶ ἡμέραν, καὶ ὁ σπόρος 

βλαστάνῃ καὶ μηκύνηται ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτός. The clause ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν 

αὐτὸς, expressing as it does a certain surprise in the mind of the 

sower that the seed should grow and become a tree without any 

trouble being taken by him, clashes with the spirit of the passage. 

The point on the contrary is that the sower after sowing reverts 

to his usual life in the certainty that the seed will do its work 

though he pay no further attention to it. The text therefore ori- 

ginally must have read ὡς ἐκάθευδεν αὐτὸς, whilst he himself was sleep- 

ing. This idea that things will take their own satisfactory course 

whilst a man sleeps must have been quite popular, for we find it 

in Menandros Frag.460 αὐτόματα yap τὰ πράγματ᾽ ἐπὶ τὸ συμφέρον ῥεῖ 
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κἂν καθεύδῃς, and in Philostratos Apol. 3-4 οἱ Ἰνδοὶ δ᾽ ἅμα ἡμέρᾳ σωροὺς 

ἀναιροῦνται τοῦ ἀρώματος, οὐδὲ πονήσαντες οὐδὲν ἀλλὰ ῥάθυμοί τε καὶ 

καθεύδοντες. And similarly in English 

God makes the wheat grow greener 

While farmer be at his dinner, 

quoted in Blackmore’s Lorna Doone ch.9. 
4-28. καρποφορεῖ πρῶτον χόρτον, εἶτεν στάχυν, εἶτεν πλήρη σῖτον. As 

WH remark, the variant πλήρης σῖτον, relegated by vSoden to the 

supplementary apparatus, is probably right. It exists in a minus- 

cule, another proof that minuscules should be treated with due re- 

spect. The indeclinable form πλήρης is abundantly illustrated by 

Moulton and Milligan from papyri. It is again encountered in Mk 

8-19 and strongly attested, but this time not mentioned by either 

WH or vSoden. 

4-29, ὅταν δὲ παραδῷ ὁ καρπός. It is not surprising that the ancient 

interpreters (see Bloomfield) were puzzled as to the meaning of this 

clause, for in its present form it means nothing. Modern students 

have interpreted it by when the fruit has offered itself or when the 

fruit allows. But evidently the context demands when the fruit is 

ripe, as given by the RV; and why could not the Evangelist have 

said this in a direct fashion, as is his wont, instead of in the round- 

about way which the modern interpretations suggest? But it seems 

to me that he did say it in his own simple style ; only the word 

which he really employed, namely ἐπιδῷ, was corrupted. Cf. Philo, 

OpifM.12 συναύξεται [ὃ καρπὸς] εἰς ὄγκον ἐπιδιδοὺς τελειότατον. Acts 

Andr.12 σπερμάτων ἃ οὐκ ἐπιδώσει ἀνίσχοντα. See further Liddell and 

Scott 5.ν. ἐπιδίδωμι. 

4-33, καθὼς ἠδύναντο ἀκούειν. The Vulgate renders prout poterant 

audire, adopted apparently by all modern interpreters. I confess 

I do not follow this interpretation. My opinion is that καθὼς stands 

for ὡς, as for instance it does in Acts 15-14 ἐξηγήσατο καθὼς (= ds, 

the way in which) πρῶτον ὃ θεὸς ἐπεσκέψατο, and is equivalent to éws, 

as ὡς is in Jn 12-35 περιπατεῖτε ὡς τὸ φῶς ἔχετε. 2-23 ds δὲ ἦν ἐν τοῖς 
Ἱεροσολύμοις. Thuc.4-117 τοὺς γὰρ δὴ ἄνδρας περὶ πλείονος ἐποιοῦντο 
κομίσασθαι ὡς (= ἕως, if the reading is correct) ἔτι Βρασίδας ηὐτύχει. 
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The meaning thus would be as long as they could stand by and listen, 

which is not dissimilar to Xen.Mem.1-1-10 ἔλεγε μὲν ὡς τὸ πολὺ, τοῖς 

δὲ βουλομένοις ἐξῆν ἀκούειν. 

4-36. παραλαμβάνουσιν αὐτὸν, ὡς ἦν, ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ. Couchoud remarks 

‘Could they have taken him in any other way? The phrase as he 

was is practically meaningless.’ But ὡς jv clearly means the same 

as the more familiar phrase ws or ὥσπερ εἶχεν = without loss of time; 

ef. Thue. 3-30 ἐμοὶ δοκεῖ πλεῖν πρὶν ἐκπύστους γενέσθαι ὥσπερ ἔχομεν, 

etc. Bloomfield ‘it may be taken to mean, as in many passages of 

the best writers, quam celerrime.’ Alford refers to Jos.BJ.1-17-7 αὐτὸς 

ὡς ἦν ἔτι θερμὸς ἐκ τῶν ὅπλων λουσόμενος ἤει. 

4-36. καὶ (omitted in two Mss) ἄλλα (Tischendorf adds δὲ after 

ἄλλα on the authority of a great number of respectable Mss) πλοῖα 

ἦν μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. Why record that the Lord was accompanied by other 

vessels when they do not come into play in any way? But there 

would be an object in mentioning it if the contrary were stated, 

for the absence of other boats which might render help would 

account for the terror of the disciples. I read therefore [kai] ἄλλα δὲ 

πλοῖα οὐκ ἣν pet αὐτῶν. For αὐτῶν there is fair documentary evidence. 

The absence of the negative is a very frequent occurrence ; see 

particularly note on 9-10. 

4-41, tis dpa οὗτός ἐστιν, Sti καὶ ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἡ θάλασσα ὑπακούουσιν 

αὐτῷ; According to my note on Rom.8-29 ὅτι-αὐτῷ = ᾧ. Cf. Narrat. 

Joseph.5-2 τίς ἐστιν οὗτος, ὅτι οὐκ ἐποίησάς pe ὀφθῆναι αὐτῷ (ὅτι-αὐτῷ = 

ᾧ). Several other examples in my above note on Romans ; see also 

Ρ. 12, ὃ δ. 
5-23. ἵνα ἐπιθῇς. An imperative ; see Jannaris ὃ 1914} and my 

note on Rom. 16-2. 
5-36. ph φοβοῦ, μόνον πίστευε. On the parallel passage Lk 8-50 Pro- 

fessor Sophia Antoniadis, L’Evangile de Luc p.75, remarks that 

μόνον is rather an adversative conjunction. The same is the case in 

Plat.Leg.644¢ λέγε μόνον = but do speak. Arist. Thesm.660 χρὴ ἐπι- 

σκοπεῖν σιωπῇ πανταχῇ, μόνον δὲ χρὴ μὴ βραδύνειν. Eur.Cyc. 563 ἐγχεῶ, 

σίγα μόνον. Aesch.Ag.131 οἷον (Schol. μόνον) μή τις ἄγα κνεφάσῃ. 

5-38, ἀλαλάζοντας. Naber praefert ὀλολύζοντας. ὀλολύζειν et ἀλαλά- 

ζειν frequenter confunduntur. Vide Valckenaerad Eur. Phoen.p.120. 

D 



18 ST MARK v VI 

E sententia Naberi etiam in versione LXX aliquoties hoc modo 

erratum fuit. Bason. 

6-8. ἵνα μηδὲν alpwow εἰς ὁδὸν εἰμὴ ῥάβδον μόνον, μὴ ἄρτον, μὴ πήραν, 

μὴ εἰς τὴν ζώνην χαλκὸν, ἀλλ᾽ ὅποδεδεμένους σανδάλια, καὶ μὴ ἐνδύσησθε 

δύο χιτῶνας. The injunction was that the disciples should go their 

way clad in the scantiest possible fashion, and of course barefoot, 

as in fact is shown by the parallel passage Mt 10-10 μηδὲ ὑποδήματα. 

Cf. Isai.20-3 πορεύου καὶ ἄφελε τὸν σάκκον ἀπὸ τῆς ὀσφύος σου, καὶ τὰ 

σανδάλιά σου ὑπόλυσαι ἀπὸ τῶν ποδῶν σου, καὶ ποίησον οὕτως, πορευόμενος 

γυμνὸς καὶ ἀνυπόδετος (a sentence which most probably suggested our 

text). Similarly, David (2Kings 15-30), when on his journey he had 

to throw off all show of luxury and comfort, travelled barefoot, 

ἐπορεύετο ἀνυπόδετος. Therefore in the above passage we must read 

μηδ᾽ ὑποδεδεμένους σανδάλια. If the command were to wear sandals, 

its natural position would have been after εἰμὴ ῥάβδον in the form 

καὶ ὑποδεδεμένους σανδάλια. See also my note on Mt 10-10. 

6-15. προφήτης ὡς εἷς τῶν προφητῶν. Meyer, who compares Judg. 

16-7 ὡς εἷς τῶν ἀνθρώπων, is justified by the traditional state of the 

text in interpreting ‘he is a prophet like one of the prophets, i.e. a usual 

ordinary prophet, one out of the category of prophets in general.’ 

But this depreciates Jesus, whereas by comparing him to the Bap- 

tist, whom they revered (cf.11-32), the people showed their excep- 

tional esteem. The Evangelist’s idea must have been that by a body 

of public opinion the Lord was raised to the very highest rank of 

prophets, a rank higher than even that of either John or Elijah. 

Something like this most likely was in the mind of Wordsworth, 

whose note is ‘a prophet, equal to one of the old prophets.’ The text, 

however, does not lend itself to such a sense. Primitively I guess 

it read προφήτης εἷς τῶν προφητῶν (as in 8328), or rather simply zpo- 

φήτης εἷς. Huseb. ΒΗ. 4-15(173) τῶν ye μὴν τότε περιβόητος μάρτυς εἷς τις 

ἐγνωρίζετο Πιόνιος. In Luc.Peregr.15, when the charlatan, as is the 

way of all charlatans, promised the plebs unlimited gifts, they 

cheered him by shouting (ἀνέκραγον) ἕνα φιλόσοφον, ἕνα φιλόπατριν, 

ἕνα Διογένους καὶ Κράτητος ζηλωτὴν, ὦ unique philosopher, a unique 

patriot, a unique emulator of Diogenes and Crates. Cf. also Arr.Epict. 

3-2 Tis ἀριστός ἐστι τῶν φιλοσόφων ; Παρών τις ἔλεγεν ὅτι εἷς φιλόσοφος 
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ὁ δεῖνα. 14οὐ, Pil.16-5 κύριος εἷς καὶ τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ ἕν. The superlative 
force of εἷς is well known from such passages as Hom.M 243 εἷς 
οἰωνὸς ἄριστος. So in Latin; ef. Virg.Aen.3-221 felix una ante alias 
virgo, Cat.xxii.10 wnus caprimulgus. It still exists in MGk in the 

phrase ἕνας καὶ ἕνας (= εἷς καὶ ets); ef. Βλάχος 5.ν. εἷς “ὅλοι ἕνας καὶ évas, 

tous choisis.’ The error is a primitive one, for Matthew in 16-14 ἢ 

ἕνα τῶν προφητῶν and Luke in 9-19 προφήτης τις τῶν ἀρχαίων ἀνέστη 

have taken their descriptions from our passage as it stands at 
present. 

6-19. ἐνεῖχεν αὐτῷ, Le. ἐνεκότει αὐτῷ ; οἵ, Gen.27-41 ἐνεκότει Hoad 

τῷ Ἰακώβ. MGk expresses itself by an almost exact idiom τοῦ τὸ 

κρατοῦσε μέσα της. 

6-20. ὁ γὰρ Ἡρώδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν ᾿Ιωάννην εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον καὶ 

ἅγιον καὶ συνετήρει αὐτὸν, καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει, καὶ ἡδέως 

αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν. A good deal of confusion has crept into this place, of 

which traces exist in the variety of readings. Most Mss give πολλὰ 

ἐποίει, and similarly several Latin versions, including the Vulgate, 

exhibit multa faciebat, whilst others add quia or quod before facie- 

bat. The Syr.Syn. version according to Mrs Lewis is and many things 

that he heard from him he did. A most important variation, which 

may afford a clue to the origin of the confusion, is that of Codex B, 

which omits καὶ before συνετήρει. 

But it leaps to the eye that the present text involves insuperable 

difficulties. To begin with, there is no reason why Herod should 

fear John; nay, the fact that he imprisoned him isa proof that he 

did not. We should have rather expected that, as is stated in the 

account given in Mt 14-5 (θέλων αὐτὸν ἀποκτεῖναι ἐφοβήθη τὸν ὄχλον, 

ὅτι ὧς προφήτην αὐτὸν εἶχον), Herod, like the priests and the elders 

(Mk 11-32 ἐφοβοῦντο τὸν λαὸν, ἅπαντες yap εἶχον τὸν ᾿Ιωάννην ὄντως ὅτι 

προφήτης ἦν), feared the people, who revered John as a saint and 

a prophet, and he was unwilling to exasperate the multitude by 

executing him. The same is said of the chief priests with regard to 

Jesus in Mt 21-46 ζητοῦντες αὐτὸν κρατῆσαι ἐφοβήθησαν τοὺς ὄχλους, 

ἐπειδὴ ὡς προφήτην αὐτὸν εἶχον. Compare also with regard to Peterand 

John son of Zebedee Acts 4-21 μηδὲν εὑρίσκοντες τὸ πῶς κολάσωνται 

αὐτοὺς διὰ τὸν λαὸν, ὅτι πάντες ἐδόξαζον τὸν θεὸν ἐπὶ τῷ γεγονότι ; and 
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with regard to the disciples compare Acts 5-26 ἀπελθὼν ὁ στρατηγὸς 

σὺν τοῖς ὑπηρέταις ἤγαγον αὐτοὺς, οὐ μετὰ βίας, ἐφοβοῦντο yap τὸν λαόν. 

Therefore, where we find τὸν Ἰωάννην there must once have existed 

a lacuna which was erroneously filled in by those words instead of 

by τὸν ὄχλον ὅς. In the second place, it is strange that Herod should 

listen with pleasure to the very man who was reproaching him with 

his misdeeds ; much more likely is it that again ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν 

refers to the people, who listened to John’s preaching with pleasure, 

just as they listened to the teaching of Jesus according to the narra- 

tive of Mk 12-37, which is couched in almost identical terms, καὶ ὃ 

πολὺς ὄχλος ἤκουεν αὐτοῦ ἡδέως. Lastly, if what I have already urged 

is well founded, the sentence καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει cannot 

possibly stand in its present form, as the subject of ἠπόρει would 

necessarily be 6 ὄχλος ; nor can it stand even if we assume Ἡρώδης 

to be the subject, for how could Herod be said to feel any agree- 

able surprise at John’s discourses—and thisis what the words mean 

if they mean anything—if it is supposed that he had already ac- 

quired a conviction (εἰδὼς) of the Baptist’s righteous and saintly 

character ? Finally, I may refer to what is said of Jesus in Mk 11-18 

ἤκουσαν οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ of γραμματεῖς, καὶ ἐζήτουν πῶς αὐτὸν ἀπολέσωσιν' 

ἐφοβοῦντο γὰρ αὐτὸν, πᾶς γὰρ ὁ ὄχλος ἐξεπλήσσετο ἐπὶ τῇ διδαχῇ αὐτοῦ. 

I will now state how I think the original text ran, thus: ὁ γὰρ 

Ἡρώδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν ὄχλον, ὃς, εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον καὶ ἅγιον καὶ 

ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἃ (this ἃ having dropped out owing to the pre- 

ceding a) ἐποίει (so a variant instead of ἠπόρει), συνετήρει αὐτὸν καὶ 

ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν, for Herod feared the multitude, which, knowing him 

as ὦ righteous man and aholy and hearing of hismany works that he 

wrought, watched over him and listened to him with pleasure. The con- 

fusion was brought about by συνετήρει having been missed and 
then supplied in the margin, whence it was restored to the wrong 
place with the addition of the conjunction καὶ, which is absent in 
Codex B. The disturbance is a very ancient one, for Lk 23-8 ὁ δὲ 
Ἡρώδης ἰδὼν τὸν Ἰησοῦν ἐχάρη λίαν, ἢν γὰρ ἐξ ἱκανῶν χρόνων θέλων ἰδεῖν 
αὐτὸν διὰ τὸ ἀκούειν περὶ αὐτοῦ is a palpable imitation of the present 
form in our passage. 

6-21. γενομένης ἡμέρας εὐκαίρου, ὅτε Ἡρώδης τοῖς γενεσίοις αὐτοῦδεῖϊ- 
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πνον ἐποίησεν. The usual interpretation when a convenient [it should 

be an opportune| day was come is wide of the mark. There was 

nothing in the day itself which made it specially opportune for 

bringing about the Baptist’s execution ; it was by mere accident 

that the chance presented itself. Had the day been considered by 

Herodias as advantageous, we should have expected to find that 

everything had been arranged beforehand, and that her daughter 

would have promptly answered Herod’s question without going 

out to take her mother’s instructions. Now, the word εὔκαιρος some- 

times meant empty, as Sophocles explains; and in MGk εἶμαι εὔκαι- 

pos means both I am empty, and by an extension of meaning 7 am 

at leisure, cf. Βλάχος “ εὔκαιρος, qui a du loisir, vide.’ This significa- 

tion of I am at leisure it must also have had even at the period 

when the Gospels were compiled, for we find that its derivative 

εὐκαιρῶ meant then to be at leisure ; see Sophocles, who refers to 

Acts 17-21 Ἀθηναῖοι δὲ εἰς οὐδὲν ἕτερον ηὐκαίρουν ἢ λέγειν τι καινότερον. 

1Cor.16-12 ἐλεύσεται ὅταν εὐκαιρήσῃ. The fact that Phrynichos ful- 

minates against it and calls it βάρβαρον shows that its use at that 

period was very extensive (see Moulton and Milligan’s Vocabulary); 

it has in fact survived to the present day, BAdyos “ὅταν εὐκαιρήσω = 

quand je serai libre.’ Hence εὔκαιρος ἡμέρα then meant an empty day, 

ie. a day without work, a day of leisure, being a synonym of σχολὴ 

(a holiday ; cf. lAnaph.Pil.1 τὸ σάββατον ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς μὴ 

εἶναι σχολὴν, quoted by Sophocles. Mt 12-44 οἶκον σχολάζοντα = a 

house having a holiday, as I explain at that place). Refer further to 

Liddell and Scott s.v. εὐκαιρία, σχολή. The synonymity is also shown 

by Philo, Gai.175 εὐκαιρούσας καὶ σχολαζούσας. The words there- 

fore γενομένης ἡμέρας εὐκαίρου mean when a festival day arrived, and 

so is the Armenian version, as I now see in Zorell ; and they were 

inserted with the object of showing how it chanced that the 

daughter of Herodias came out to dance, and through her dancing 

prevailed on Herod to behead the Baptist. Finally, I may add that 

Zorell quotes a Syriac word corresponding to εὔκαιρος, which, as he 

states, signifies ‘nonnumquam diem festum.’ Walter Bauer, the most 

recent (1928) lexicographer of the NT, does not seem to approve of 

the signification festival day ; at any rate, he does not mention it. 
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6-39. συμπόσια συμπόσια. The repetition of the noun to express the 

distributive idea is Hebraistic. Gounp. So also Meyer, Grimm, and 

Zorell. Milligan ‘the construction can no longer be regarded as 

Hebraistic, see Prol.p.97.’ It is a locution in everyday use in MGk, 

as is 8150 δύο δύο of v. 7. Jannaris has collected numerous instances 

of this idiom in ὃ 666-3, and concludes his note by saying ‘This 

mode of indicating distribution has since spread widely, and is now 

the commonest in MGk.’ 

6-48. ἔρχεται πρὸς αὐτοὺς περιπατῶν ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάσσης. Perhaps sug- 

gested by Job 9-8 περιπατῶν ὡς ἐπ᾽ ἐδάφους ἐπὶ θαλάσσης, and 38-16 

ἦλθες δὲ ἐπὶ πηγὴν θαλάσσης, ἐν δὲ ἴχνεσιν ἀβύσσου περιεπάτησας. 

6-56, ὅπου ἂν εἰσεπορεύετο, εἰς κώμας ἢ εἰς πόλεις ἢ εἰς ἀγροὺς, ἐν ταῖς 

ἀγοραῖς ἐτίθεσαν τοὺς ἀσθενοῦντας. I can understand a market-place in 

a, town, or perhaps in a village, but how can there exist a market- 

place out in the ἀγροὶ or open places ὃ I think that instead of ἐν rats 

ἀγοραῖς we ought to read ἐν rats ἀγυιαῖς (ATYIAIS-ATOPATS), in the 

roads. This conjecture seems to me to be borne out by the Syr. 

Sinaiticus, in which according to the Lewis translation we have 

Wheresoever Jesus entered, into cities or villages or fields and streets 

(I presume that the Syriac word for roads means also streets). That 

the Syr.Sin. gives both fields and streets may be accounted for by 

the circumstance that ἀγυιαῖς stood as a correction of ἀγοραῖς on the 

margin of the Greek Ms from which that version was made, and 

that the translator regarded the word not as a correction but as an 

addition. A further confirmation of my view seems to be the read- 

ing of Codex Ὁ ἐν ταῖς πλατείαις. Cf. also Acts 5-15 ὥστε καὶ εἰς τὰς 

πλατείας ἐκφέρειν τοὺς ἀσθενεῖς καὶ τιθέναι, almost a repetition of the 

passage under consideration. 

The incongruity of ἀγροὶ combined with dyopai seems to have 

struck some ancient students, and this is probably the reason why 
some documents omit ἢ εἰς ἀγρούς. 

7-3, ἐὰν μὴ πυγμῇ νίψωνται τὰς χεῖρας. The explanations given as 

to how a man is able to wash his hands with his fist cannot even 

be called serious ; a man uses his fists for boxing, not for washing. 

Nor is the interpretation diligently warranted. Common sense says 

that, the object of the washing being purification, the Jews must 
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have been enjoined to do their ablutions by using pure fresh water 

Srom the spring, i.e. πηγῇ. So Josephus says Ap.31 that Moses ordered 

purifications πηγαίων ὑδάτων λουτροῖς. Cf. also Lev.11-36 πλὴν πηγῶν 

ἔσται καθαρόν. ClemR.Hom.9-19 πηγῇ ἀπολουσάμενοι. The Mishnain 

the enumeration of the varieties of water mentions (see Schiirer 

2-2-28-3) spring water still running (= πηγῇ) as proper to use for 

the washing of hands. A similar ritual practice obtained among 

the Greeks. Cf. Hur.Ale.101 πηγαῖον χέρνιβα. IphA.1478 χερνίβων 

παγαῖσι. When at Colonos καθαρμὸς (466) is recommended to Oedi- 

pous by the Chorus, he is told ἐξ ἀειρρύτου χοὰς κρήνης ἐνεγκοῦ (Schol. 

ἐξ ἀεννάου πηγῆς ὕδωρ ἄρυσαι) and χοὰς χέασθαι, τρισσάς (Blaydes δισ- 

ods) γε πηγάς (Blaydes πηγῆς). See Liddell and Scott s.v. χέρνιψ. The 

correction πηγῇ is so obvious that I should not be surprised if it 

existed somewhere in the catacombs of learned periodicals. The 

addition of πυγμῇ to νίψασθαι in Pallad.Hist.Laus. (see Moulton- 

Milligan) is no doubt an imitation of the Marcan passage. 

7-4, βαπτισμοὺς ποτηρίων καὶ ξεστῶν καὶ χαλκίων καὶ κλινῶν. Out of 

deference to 8 and B, supported by a few other documents, Souter 

discards καὶ κλινῶν and WH relegate it to the margin. The Revisers’ 

footnote is ‘many [read : most by far] ancient authorities add and 

couches.’ No doubt the omission in δὲ and B is due to the improba- 

bility of couches being submitted to frequent washing. The trans- 

lator of Syr. Sinaiticus must have been equally puzzled, and along 

with κλινῶν he omitted καὶ χαλκίων, for his text no doubt read καὶ χαλ- 

κείων (this adjective exists in several Greek Mss) κλινῶν. Possibly the 

primitive reading was καὶ λοιπῶν ΞΞ ete, instead of καὶ κλινῶν. Cf.4-19 αἱ 

μέριμναι τοῦ αἰῶνος καὶ ἡ ἀπάτη τοῦ πλούτου καὶ αἱ περὶ τὰ λοιπὰ ἐπιθυμίαι. 

I may add that the omission in δὲ and B strengthens consider- 

ably Burgon’s contention that their texts have suffered critical 
manipulation. 

7-11, ἐὰν εἴπῃ ἄνθρωπος τῷ πατρὶ ἢ τῇ μητρὶ Κορβᾶν (ὃ ἐστιν δῶρον) ὃ 

ἐὰν ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὠφεληθῇς, οὐκέτι ἀφίετε αὐτὸν οὐδὲν ποιῆσαι τῷ πατρὶ ἢ τῇ 

μητρί. The usual interpretation of ὃ ἐὰν ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὠφεληθῇς by that 

wherewith thou mightest have been profited by me is so contrived as to 

yield some sort of plausible sense ; but the words cannot without 

undue straining be thus construed. The straightforward rendering 
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is that wherewith thou mayst (or wilt) be profited by me, and this sense 

obviously does not comport with the context. What we require is 

what I may owe you is korban (= κορβᾶν ἐστι), i.e. has been contri- 

buted to the funds of the temple, and this we obtain by correcting 

ὃ ἐὰν ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὠφεληθῇς by ὃ ἐὰν ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὀφείληταί σοι. The palaeo- 

graphical similarity of these two terms is evident. ᾿Οφείλω in the 

sense of I owe as a duty is frequent ; cf.Lk 17-108 ὠφείλομεν ποιῆσαι 

πεποιήκαμεν, etc. 
Mr Gantillon of Oxford was good enough to convey to me his 

own version. He says ‘ The real meaning will always escape those 

who do not know the Mishna. Κορβᾶν does mean offering, true. 

But idiomatically at the time when the Gospel was framed it meant 

by a profane asseveration (not) a bit. So the whole passage (spoken 

with irreverent and unfilial violence) is: you will get nothing at all 

out of me. The old explanation that the son said: I have offered to 

the Temple what you might expect for your maintenance is simply a 

guess. Of course, 6 ἐστιν δῶρον is a gloss which has misled every- 

body for centuries.’ This gloss, if it is one, owes its presence to 

Josep. Ap.22 τὸν καλούμενον ὅρκον κορβᾶν ... δηλοῖ δὲ ws ἂν εἴποι τις 

ἐκ τῆς Ἑβραίων μεθερμηνευόμενος διαλέκτου δῶρον θεοῦ. 

7-12. οὐκέτι ἀφίετε αὐτὸν οὐδὲν ποιῆσαι τῷ πατρί. 1.6, ἀφίετε αὐτὸν 

μηδὲν ἔτι ποιῆσαι τῷ πατρὶ, you let him (allow him to) do nothing fur- 

ther for his father, you release him from any such future obligation. 

It is the well-understood idiom, in which a negative belonging to 

the infinitive is attached to the governing verb ; cf.Plat. Men.239a 

οὐκ ἀξιοῦμεν δοῦλοι εἶναιΞΞ ἀξιοῦμεν μὴ εἶναι δοῦλοι, and often. The 

Vulgate version ultra non demittis eum quidquam facere patri suo, 

in which all expositors seem to acquiesce, surely conflicts with 

common sense ; how could a man, on the ground that he had con- 

tributed to the funds of the Temple, have been forbidden to assist 

his needy parents? To act thus would have conferred additional 

merit. It is curious that the English translators also went wrong 

considering that they had before them Luther’s version und so lasst 
thr hinfort ihn nichts thun seinem Vater. 

7-13. τῇ παραδόσει ὑμῶν 4 παρεδώκατε. Most probably παρεδόθητε. 

In Esther 8-[10] τῶν παλαιοτέρων ὡς παρεδώκαμεν ἱστοριῶν the correct 
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reading no doubt is ὡς (or ὧν) παρεδόθημεν. The error, if it is one, is 

probably due to the infrequent use of παραδίδομαί τιΞε διδάσκομαί τι, 

for in the NT it only occurs in Rom.6-17 εἰς ὃν παρεδόθητε τύπον = 

εἰς τὸν τύπον ὃν παρεδόθητε. 
7-18, οὐ νοεῖτε ὅτι πᾶν τὸ ἔξωθεν εἰσπορευόμενον εἰς τὸν ἄνθρωπον οὐ 

δύναται αὐτὸν κοινῶσαι, ὅτι οὐκ εἰσπορεύεται αὐτοῦ εἰς τὴν καρδίαν, ἀλλ᾽ 

εἰς τὴν κοιλίαν καὶ εἰς τὸν ἀφεδρῶνα ἐκπορεύεται, καθαρίζον πάντα τὰ 

βρώματα. The meaning οἵ βρώματα has been misunderstood. No 

doubt the usual signification of βρῶμα is meat ; but it also signifies 

rottenness, being another form of Bpapos or (less correctly accord- 

ing to Sophocles) βρόμος, which means stench. Sophocles quotes 

numerous instances of βρῶμα, βρωμέω, βρῶμος, βρωμώδης, all in an 

offensive sense. They seem to be derived from βιβρώσκεσθαι, to be 

eaten by worms ; cf. Isa.51-8 ὡς ἔρια βρωθήσονται ὑπὸ σητός. Mt 6-19 

μὴ θησαυρίζετε ὑμῖν θησαυροὺς ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, ὅπου σὴς καὶ βρῶσις ἀφανίζει. 

And inasmuch as what is infested by worms is putrid and noisome, 

βεβρωμένος has come to mean rotten (cf. Josh.9-5 ὁ ἄρτος αὐτῶν εὐ- 

ρωτιῶν καὶ βεβρωμένος), offensive, and the nouns from the same root 

seem to have acquired the sense of rotienness and then of stench. 

Cf. Job 5-3 ἐβρώθη αὐτῶν ἡ δίαιτα. In MGk the verb βρωμῶ exists 

unaltered as=to stink, cf. BAdyos “βρωμῶ, sentir mauvais, puer’ ; 

whilst the noun in the feminine form βρώμα is a specific term for 

both stench and filth; so BAdyos “ βρώμα, mauvaise odeur, saleteé, 

ordure.’ Thus, καθαρίζον πάντα τὰ βρώματα signifies which thing, or 

circumstance, clears away all impurities. The syntax is clearly 

explained by Bloomfield in accordance with Fritzsche’s view. 

There is, however, a difficulty which must not be shirked. Is it 

admissible that the same word meant both food and filth? There 

must have been some difference in the pronunciation. Was βρῶμα 

in the sense of filth pronounced βρόμα ? If so, my derivation from 

βιβρώσκεσθαι perhaps falls to the ground. In Joel 2-20 we find ἀνα- 

βήσεται ἡ σαπρία αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀναβήσεται ὃ βρόμος αὐτοῦ. 

7-26, ἦν δὲ ἡ γυνὴ Ἑλληνὶς Συροφοινίκισσα. The only correct forma- 

tion of this compound both in classical and modern Greek, in so 

far as the copulative vowel is concerned, is Συροφοινίκισσα, as it is 

found in most Mss, and it would be impossible for any Greek of 
E 
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any period, whether educated or illiterate, to utter it differently. 

Whence then comes it that in some Mss we find the barbarous 

Συραφοινίκισσα with u as a copulative vowel ? This seems to me to 

point to an error. I believe the Evangelist wrote ἦν δὲ ἡ γυνὴ Ἑλληνὶς 

χήρα, Φοινίκισσα, and the woman was a Greek widow from Phoenicia, 

i.e. a Greek-speaking Jewish widow. Mark and, more particularly, 

Luke are fond of sympathetically introducing widows into their 

narratives ; cf, Mk 12-42. Lk 2-37.4-26.7-12.18-3.21-2. The reading 

χήρα has been actually preserved in the Syr.Sin. ; which according 

to Mrs Lewis reads this woman was a widow. Some editors divide 

Συραφοινίκισσα into Spa Φοινίκισσα ; but this only creates another 

difficulty, inasmuch as it makes Svpa precede instead of following 

Φοινίκισσα, as it should do in conformity with the order Φοινίκισσα 

ἐκ Συρίας. 

7-32, μογιλάλον. Several Mss exhibit μογγιλάλον, a form recom- 

mended by Griesbach and supported by the Hellenistic poyyos 

(see Sophocles and Moulton-Milligan) and the modern povyyds, a 

specific term for dumb. Most likely the variant μογγιλάλον repre- 

sents the real popular form of the word, μογιλάλος being a puristic 

expedient resorted to by pedants who, in their anxiety to avoid the 

sound yy, which they fancied was vulgar, created μογιλάλος as a 

would-be compound from μόγις -- λαλῶ. That poyAddos exists in 

Oxyr.Papyri is no conclusive proof of its genuineness, consider- 

ing how very ancient is the fraudulent art of purism and how it 

more or less infected most scribes. M. Filindas, however, an 

eminent authority on Greek etymologies, adopts the opposite view, 

and considers that the MGk μουγγὸς is a development of poyds. 

7-34, ἀναβλέψας εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν ἐστέναξεν. The στεναγμὸς meant is 

the sigh of one inwardly praying in fervent emotion, so that 

ἐστέναξεν virtually =prayed inwardly. Cf. Enoch 9-10 ai ψυχαὶ évrvy- 
χάνουσιν μέχρι τῶν πυλῶν τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καὶ ἀνέβη ὁ στεναγμὸς αὐτῶν. The 

same is the force of ἐν ἑαυτοῖς στενάζομεν in Rom.8-23, where see my 

note. 

7-35. δεσμὸς τῆς γλώσσης. In MGk γλωσσοδέτης. 

8-2. ἡμέραι τρεῖς προσμένουσιν. Repeated in Mt 15-32. A colloquial 

contraction for τρεῖς ἡμέραι εἰσὶν ἐξ ob προσμένουσιν. Similarly Deut. 
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8-4 οὐκ ἐτυλώθησαν ἰδοὺ τεσσαράκοντα ἔτη. 08.1-11 ἔτι τρεῖς ἡμέραι καὶ 

ὑμεῖς διαβαίνετε. (0η.8-4 ἔτι τρεῖς ἡμέραι καὶ Νινευὴ καταστραφήσεται. 

Oxyr.Pap.1216 ἐνιαυτὸς σήμερον ἐκτός σού εἰμι. 

8-12. τί ἡ γενεὰ αὕτη ζητεῖ σημεῖον ; Euthymios “τί, τουτέστι διατί." 

And so probably all interpretations. But it is a much stronger ex- 

pression than a simple διατί or why; it breathes a feeling of im- 

patience and indignation, as πῶς does in Gal.2-14 εἰ σὺ ἐθνικῶς ζῇς, 

πῶς τὰ ἔθνη ἀναγκάζεις ἰουδαΐζειν ; Soa more accurate rendering would 

be how. The same remark applies to 2-8 τί ταῦτα διαλογίζεσθε ἐν ταῖς 

καρδίαις ὑμῶν 5 

εἰ δοθήσεται τῇ γενεᾷ ταύτῃ σημεῖον. Origen commenting upon εἰ 

says “ τουτέστιν ov.’ Euthymios ‘ ἰδίωμα γὰρ τοῦτο τῆς ‘EBpaidos δια- 

λέκτου." It was of course imitated from the Septuagint ; see my note 
on Mt 2-6. 

8-24. βλέπω τοὺς ἀνθρώπους, ὅτι ὡς δένδρα ὁρῶ περιπατοῦντας, 7 see 

the men, for I see some men walking as trees. This renders exactly 

the wording of the text, and it is of course thorough nonsense. A 

variant βλέπω τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ὡς δένδρα περιπατοῦντας, I see the men 

walking as trees, is equally inept. The Evangelist must have written 

βλέπω τοὺς ἀνθρώπους, ὅτι δένδρα ἑώρα ὡς περιπατοῦντας, I see the men, 

and he said that he saw men because he was seeing trees as if they 

were watkers-by. That is to say: In his imperfect state of eyesight 

at that moment, when it had not yet been fully restored, the blind 
man confusedly distinguished the movement in the branches of 
the trees caused by the breeze, and he fancied it was the walking 
of persons. Somewhat similarly in Judg.9-36, when Gaal perceived 
a multitude descending the mountain and informed Zebul, the 
latter replies τὴν σκιὰν τῶν ὀρέων σὺ βλέπεις ὡς ἄνδρας. 

περιπατοῦντας. In a substantival sense ; see note on 1-4. 

8-28, ὅτι εἷς τῶν προφητῶν. See note on 6-15. 
8-33. οὐ φρονεῖς τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ. A political expression, as explained in 

my note on Rom.8-5, where I refer to Arist.Pax,640 ὡς φρονεῖ τὰ 
Βρασίδου, which is copiously illustrated by Blaydes. The literal in- 
terpretation is thow dost not take sides with God. 

8-34, προσκαλεσάμενος τὸν ὄχλον σὺν τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ εἶπεν αὐτοῖς. 
A continuation of an episode in which the Lord converses with 
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his disciples and Peter whilst he proceeds on his way accompanied 

by them alone, no other people following, and which ends in 9-1 

with ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς ᾿Αμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι εἰσίν τινες ὧδε τῶν ἑστηκότων οἵτινες 

οὐ μὴ γεύσωνται θανάτου ἕως ἂν ἴδωσιν τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ ἐληλυθυῖαν. 

These last words are addressed to the disciples also, for they evi- 

dently allude to the legendary immortality promised to John. So 
both at the beginning and the end the episode is concerned with 

the disciples alone and no other persons come in at all. Therefore 

ὄχλον of v.34 must be an error, the more so as, were it retained, 

αὐτοῖς of 9-1 would refer to the multitude instead of to the disciples. 

Thus, it ought to be clear that τὸν ὄχλον has displaced τὸν Πέτρον. 

Peter is singled out by name as the most important disciple of the 

twelve, as he is also in 16-7 εἴπατε τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ καὶ τῷ Πέτρῳ, 

in Lk 9-32 ὁ δὲ Πέτρος καὶ of σὺν αὐτῷ, and in Evang.Hebr. (see 

Preuschen’s Antilegomena p. 8) venit ad Petrum et ad eos qui cum 

Petro erant. Further, in Mk 9-5 and Lk 8-45 Peter appears as the 

leader or spokesman of the disciples. In our passage in fact there 

was a special occasion for Peter being mentioned, inasmuch as he 

had just been conversing with the Lord. 

8-37. τί yap Sot (or δῷ or δώσει) ἄνθρωπος ἀντάλλαγμα τῆς ψυχῆς 

αὐτοῦ ; The original probably is in ΜῈ 160-26, from which it was 

imported together with its corruption of δέξεται into δώσει. 

8-38, ὃς yap ἐὰν ἐπαισχυνθῇ με. In my note on Lk 9-26 I have 

suggested that this is an allusion to the sneering in vogue among 

anti-Christians, which made many Christians shy and in con- 

sequence of which they hesitated to call themselves Χριστιανοί. To 
the existence of this sneering I referred in my note on Rom.1-16. 

Cf. alsol Pet.4-16 εἰ δέ [τις] ὡς Χριστιανὸς [πάσχει], μὴ αἰσχυνέσθω, ete. 

The sneering, as I suggested, was at the word Χριστὸς, which the 

enemies of Christianity pretended to derive from χρίω in the offen- 

sive sense of besmearing, so that by Χριστιανοὶ they meant the be- 

smeared. The spelling Χρηστιανὸς, which is that of the Sinaiticus 

(at 1Pet.4-16) and has partially prevailed, as shown by the French 

chrétien, probably represents a device to avoid the stigma attach- 

ing to χρίω and to claim a derivation from the epithet χρηστός. 

This spelling is attributed by Tertullian in Apol.3 to the ignorance 
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of Latin-speaking men, but it seems rather to have been invented 

by the disingenuousness of Justin, who in 1Apol.4 says ὅσον ye ἐκ 

τοῦ κατηγορουμένου ἡμῶν ὀνόματος χρηστότατοι ὑπάρχομεν, and again 

χριστιανοὶ γὰρ εἶναι κατηγορούμεθα, τὸ δὲ χρηστὸν μισεῖσθαι οὐ δίκαιον. 

The sneering musthave been very prevalent even down tothe times 

of Clement of Alexandria, for he also, although an exceptionally 

learned man, who could not have been taken in by so palpable a 

false derivation, is driven to adopt it, for in Strom.2-4-18 he says 

οἱ εἰς τὸν Χριστὸν πεπιστευκότες χρηστοί τέ εἰσι καὶ λέγονται. 

9-10. καὶ τὸν λόγον ἐκράτησαν, πρὸς ἑαυτοὺς συνζητοῦντες τί ἐστιν τὸ 

ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστῆναι, Τί 15 to be observed that in some other passages, 

where our Lord in conversing with his disciples refers to his 

approaching death ‘and subsequent resurrection, the Evangelists 

remark that his intimations were not understood. Thus lower 

down, in v.31 ἀποκτανθεὶς μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας ἀναστήσεται, he makes 

such an allusion, and the comment which follows is of δὲ ἠγνόουν 

τὸ ῥῆμα. 1 think, therefore, that originally we had here καὶ τὸν 

λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν (οὐκ having dropped out before ἐκ owing to a 

certain similarity of sound), which would mean and they did not 

understand the saying. This conjecture is confirmed by the parallel 

passage in Luke 18-31; for, as Luke says τελεσθήσεται πάντα τῷ 

υἱῷ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, παραδοθήσεται γὰρ καὶ ἀναστήσεται, καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐδὲν 

τούτων συνῆκαν, So Mark must have preceded him with ὅταν ὁ υἱὸς 

τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστῇ Kal τὸν λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν. 

Κρατεῖν in the sense of to understand may perhaps be a Latinism 

reproducing the verb tenere, a similar probable Latinism occurring 

in connection with the verb βαστάζειν, a synonym of κρατεῖν, in Jn 

16-12 ἔτι πολλὰ ἔχω λέγειν ὑμῖν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ δύνασθε βαστάζειν ἄρτι. Cf. 

also Mt 19-11 οὐ πάντες χωροῦσι τὸν λόγον τοῦτον, Where χωρεῖν may 

represent the Latin capere, or comprehendere, though the English 

to take in, as wellas the Greek συλλαμβάνειν, point to the notion of 

χωρεῖν = to understand not being exclusively Latinist. 

The particle οὐ is apt to fall out of, or to be added to, the text. 

An indisputable case oceurs in Codex B, which in Luke 14-27 

gives ὅστις οὖν βαστάζει instead of ὅστις οὖν οὐ βαστάζει. The same 

Codex omits οὐ in 1Cor.6-9 ἄδικοι θεοῦ βασιλείαν οὐ κληρονομήσουσιν. 
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Similarly in Mt 8-30 we find ἦν δὲ μακρὰν instead of ἦν δ᾽ οὐ μακρὰν, 

a reading proposed by de Beze and preserved in several Latin ver- 

sions. And no doubt also in Xen.Anab.1-8-8 χρόνῳ δὲ συχνῷ the 
original reading was χρόνῳ δ᾽ οὐ συχνῷ. Coraes in Hippoe.Vol.2 p.45 
adduces several very striking instances of similar errors. Hort in 

his Introduction p. 124 remarks: ‘A bolder form of correction is 

the insertion of a negative particle, as in Lk 11-48 and Rom.4-19; 

or its omission, as in Mt 21-32 (οὐ being easily lost, it is true, after 

τοῦ) ;Rom.5-14 ; Gal.2-5 ; 5-8.” Refer further to my notes on Jn 5-46 

and 15-20. 

9-11. ἐπηρώτων αὐτὸν λέγοντες Ὅτι λέγουσιν κτὰ 3 In 9-28 ὅτι likewise 

stands as an interrogative, and I have traced it further in Barn. 8-4 

διατί δὲ τρεῖς παῖδες ; ὅτι δὲ τὸ ἔριον ἐπὶ τὸ ξύλον ; 7-9 τί οὖν τοῦτό ἐστιν ; 

καὶ ὅτι τὸν ἐπικατάρατον ἐστεφανωμένον ; But the Armenian version 

gives quid est hoc quod, namely τί ὅτι, which, so far as I can follow 

vSoden, exists also in some Greek Mss. Cf. Acts 5-4 τί ὅτι ἔθου ἐν 

τῇ καρδίᾳ σου τὸ πρᾶγμα τοῦτο ; 5-9 τί ὅτι συνεφωνήθη ὑμῖν πειράσαι τὸ 

πνεῦμα ; Further, τί ὅτι is recorded as a variant in the above men- 

tioned verse 9-28. 

9-12. ἀποκαθιστάνει. Alford at Mt 2-4 ποῦ ὃ Χριστὸς γεννᾶται ob- 

serves ‘ The present tense is often used indefinitely of subjects of 

prophecy, e.g. 6 ἐρχόμενος Mt 11-3. Hebr.10-37 ; ἔρχεται, in an ex- 

pression exactly parallel to this, Jn 7-42 [μὴ yap ὁ Χριστὸς ἔρχεται]. 
That is to say, the present tense, which strictly speaking would 

only be applicable to that which introduces a prophecy (i.e. the 

prophetic book says, or it is said in the prophetic books), is trans- 

ferred to the prophecy itself. So in Mt 17-11 Ἠλώς μὲν ἔρχεται the 

meaning is: the prophetic book says that Elija shall come. 

9-18. Ἠλίας ἐλήλυθε---καὶ ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἤθελον---καθὼς γέγραπται 

ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν. ΤῊΘ sentence καθὼς γέγραπται ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν (that 15, respecting 

John identified with Elijah) should properly have followed Ἠλίας 

ἐλήλυθε, for the prophecy meant can be no other than that of Isaiah 

quoted at the introduction of this Gospel. The sentence καὶ ἐποίησαν 
αὐτῷ ὅσα ἤθελον is parenthetical. 

This verse seems to me to have once followed Ἠλίας μὲν ἐλθὼν 

πρῶτον ἀποκαθιστάνει πάντα, yes, it is written that Elijah must first 
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come, but I assure you that Elijah has already come. The period 

καὶ πῶς γέγραπται ἐπὶ τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου iva πολλὰ πάθῃ καὶ ἐξου- 

δενωθῇ ; is an intrusion from the margin, where some reader was 

asking information as to how in the prophetic books the Lord’s 

trials are predicted. I cannot otherwise discover any sense either 

in the Greek or in the Latin quia scriptum est super filio hominis ut 

multa patiatur et innulletur. 

That this part of the Gospel is a translation from the Latin, as 

has been contended by Couchoud, is ruled out by the fact that 

innulletur is manifestly a reproduction of the Greek ἐξουδενωθῇ, as 

Pernot has indicated. 
ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἤθελον. The meaning is not that the scribes 

did to Elijah that which they wanted in the sense that they acted 

towards him according to a preconceived and definite design, 

but there is a strongly ironical tone in ἤθελον, so that the phrase 

indicates in a general way that the scribes behaved, as it were, 

according to their own sweet will, an improper conduct being 

implied. The phrase is still alive in MGk as τοῦ ἔκαναν ὅτι ἤθελαν 

(or ὅτι τοὺς κατέβηκε, just as it struck their fancy). Βλάχος does not 

quote it, but s.v. θέλω he quotes ‘ δέχεται ὅποιον θέλει, ib recoit qua 

bon lui semble,’ where θέλει breathes the same irony as ἤθελον of our 

passage. Of. also 2ActPil.2 ἃ θέλουσι (whatever strikes them) λέγουσιν. 

9-15. προστρέχοντες ἠσπάζοντο αὐτόν. An old misreading προσχέ- 

povres, recorded in D, has been supposed to be a translation of the 

Latin gaudentes ; had it been so, we should have had a simple 

χαίροντες, or unorthographically χέροντες. But what is the matter 

with προστρέχοντες Ὁ It seems to me to be a better reading. 

9-18. ῥήσσει αὐτόν, Throws him down. See my note on Lk 9-42. 

Hesych. ‘fyooe, καταβάλλει. Cf. Exod.14-16 ἔπαρον τῇ ῥάβδῳ σου 

καὶ ῥῆξον αὐτήν. This signification of ῥήσσω is even found in the 

Classics. Cf. Eur.Bace.633 δώματ᾽ ἔρρηξεν χαμᾶζε, and Thue.4-69 τὰ 
μακρὰ τείχη ἀπορρήξαντες. 

9-18. εἶπον τοῖς μαθηταῖς σου ἵνα αὐτὸ ἐκβάλωσιν καὶ οὐκ ἴσχυσαν. Ὁ δὲ 

ἀποκριθεὶς αὐτοῖς λέγει Ὦ γενεὰ ἄπιστος, ἕως πότε πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἔσομαι ; ἕως 

πότε ἀνέξομαι ὑμῶν ; As the text stands, the rebuke must refer to the 

preceding αὐτοῖς, and that again to the preceding μαθηταῖς. But 
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what had the disciples done to deserve such a severe, or any, repri- 

mand ? On the contrary, ἴσχυσαν implies that they had done their 
best to help the patient. Moreover, in answer to the disciples’ ques- 

tion in v.29 as to the cause of their insuccess, the Lord says calmly, 

and even consolingly, that such evil spirits can only be overcome 

by prayer. I consider therefore that the words ὦ γενεὰ ἄπιστος, ἕως 

πότε πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἔσομαι ; ἕως πότε ἀνέξομαι ὑμῶν ; were foisted in from 

Matthew 17-17, where see note. 
9-19. ὦ γενεὰ ἄπιστος, See my note on Mt 17-17. 

9-21, πόσος χρόνος ἐστὶν ὡς τοῦτο γέγονεν ; For ὡς we have a variant 

ἐξ οὗ (or ἀφ᾽ οὗ), which is the normal way of expressing since, as 

required by the above phrase, but this variant is highly improb- 

able, for it could not have been displaced by ὡς, which as being an 

equivalent of ἕως, until, would at first sight have certainly been felt 

unsuitable. I believe that ὡς is correct ; it is found in 1Cor.1-6 

ἐπλουτίσθητε καθὼς (-Ξ ὡς, ἐξ οὗ) τὸ μαρτύριον ἐβεβαιώθη ἐν ὑμῖν. Soph. 

OT.115 πρὸς οἶκον οὐκέθ᾽ ἵκεθ᾽ ὡς ἀπεστάλη (ὡς πρῶτ᾽ ἐστάλη ?). Thuc.4- 

90-3 ἡμέρᾳ ἀρξάμενοι τρίτῃ ὡς (= ἐξ οὗ) οἴκοθεν ὥρμησαν. Similarly ὅτε 

and ἐπεί; οἵ. Thue.1-13-3 ἔτη δ᾽ ἔστι μάλιστα τριακόσια ὅτε Ἀμεινο- 

κλῆς ἦλθεν. Aesch.Ag.40 δέκατον ἔτος τόδ᾽ ἐπεὶ Μενέλαος ἠδ᾽ Ἀγαμέμνων 

στόλον ἦραν. 

9-22, εἴ τι δύνασαι, βοήθησον ἡμῖν σπλαγχνισθεὶς ἐφ᾿ ἡμᾶς. Ὃ δὲ Ἰη- 

σοῦς εἶπεν αὐτῷ τὸ εἰ δύνασαι" πάντα δυνατὰ τῷ πιστεύοντι. Some docu- 

ments 84 ἃ πιστεῦσαι after εἰ δύνασαι. I have seen no explanation of 

τὸ εἰ δύνασαι Which appeals to me as even remotely plausible. But 

so far as the context is concerned, it seems to require ov δὲ δύνασαι 

πιστεῦσαι; 

9-25. ἄλαλον καὶ κωφὸν πνεῦμα. 1.6. the spirit that causes dumb- 

ness. The evil spirit of course itself would not be considered to 
be dumb. 

9-26. σπαράξαν αὐτόν, For σπαράσσω as an active verb see note on 
1-26. 

9-28. ἐπηρώτων αὐτὸν ὅτι. A variant τί ὅτι ; see my note on 9-11. 

9-37. ὃς ἐὰν ἐν τῶν παιδίων τούτων δέξηται ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου κτλ. 

This verse was originally followed by vv. 42 to 48 καὶ ὃς ἐὰν σκαν- 

δαλίσῃ ἕνα τῶν μικρῶν τούτων κτλ, but its ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί pov drew from 
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some other work vv. 38 to 41 where there occurs ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί σου 

and ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί μου. In the same way vv. 43f καὶ ἐὰν σκανδαλίζῃ 

σε ἡ χείρ σου κτὰ were inserted because of ὃς dv σκανδαλίσῃ of v.42. 

Further, πῦρ of v. 48 attracted v.49 because of πυρὶ, and ἁλισθήσεται 

οὖν. 49 attracted v. 50 because of καλὸν τὸ ἅλας. See notes on 9-49. 

Mt 22-7 and 22-10. This bewildering practice was that of Jewish 

doctors ; Herford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrash p. 20 «In 

Talmud anything and everything with the remotest connection 

with the subject is brought in to the grievous perplexity of the 
reader.’ 

9-38. ἔφη αὐτῷ 6 “ludvins .. . ὃς yap οὐκ ἔστιν καθ᾽ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν 

ἔστιν. This part must be a development of Lk 9-50 ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ 

ὁ Ἰωάννης εἶπεν... ὃς yap οὐκ ἔστιν καθ᾿ ἡμῶν, ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν ἔστιν. For it 

is only in Luke (8-51.9-28 and the Acts) that pre-eminence is attri- 

buted to John ; in the nine passages in Mark and two in Matthew 

in which John’s name is linked with that of James, it is the latter 

that is mentioned first. Compare further the Gospel according to 

the Hebrews 18 (Preuschen’s Antilegomena p. 7) Dominus autem, 

cum dedidisset sindonem servo, ivit ad Jacobum et apparuit ei ; and see 

my note on κρυπτὸν 4-22. In Lk 8-51 Πέτρον καὶ Ἰωάννην καὶ ᾿Ιάκωβον 

some documents omit καὶ Ἰωάννην, which omission reduces to a 

single one the cases wherein Luke in his Gospel attributes pre- 

eminence to John. 
9-39. οὐδεὶς γάρ ἐστιν ὃς ποιήσει δύναμιν ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνοματί μου καὶ δυνή- 

σεται ταχὺ κακολογῆσαί pe. The word ταχὺ is erroneously rendered 

quickly after the Vulgate cito. It isa synonym of αὔριον, and in this 

passage means on some future day, which is often the meaning of 

αὔριον also. Cf. Josh.4-6 ὅταν ἐρωτᾷ σε ὃ vids σου αὔριον. 22-27 οὐκ 

ἐροῦσι τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν αὔριον, ete. Ταχὺ in the sense οὗ αὔριον or πρωὶ 

(cf. the German morgen) occurs likewise in Isa.58-8 τότε ῥαγήσεται 

πρώϊμον (πρωϊνὸν ?) τὸ φῶς cov καὶ τὰ ἰάματά σου ταχὺ ἀνατελεῖ. It is 

still so used in MGk in the form of ταχὺ or ταχιά. A popular rhyme 

says 
ἄλλα λένε τὸ βραδὺ 

κιἄλλα κάνουν τὸ ταχὺ, 

that is, one thing they say in the evening and another they do in the 

F 
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morning. Byzantios the Lexicographer gives ‘ ταχιὰ, ταχὺ, ἴδε αὔριον.» 

Jannarakis, Deutsch-Neugriechisches Handwéorterbuch ‘ morgen, 

αὔριον, ταχυά. 

9-49, πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται. Expositors have displayed ἃ great 

deal of ingenuity in struggling to explain how a man can be salted 

with fire. But in a narrative so eminently simple and direct as 

Mark’s Gospel there is no place for exegetical ingenuity ; the need 

for it furnishes in itself a presumption that their explanations are 

fanciful. The truth is that the text is corrupt, and that instead of 

ἁλισθήσεται we ought to read ἁγνισθήσεται, an allusion to purifica- 

tion as by fire, that is, as complete a purification as that to which 

silver and gold are submitted by means of fire; cf. Num.31-23 πᾶν 

πρᾶγμα ὃ διελεύσεται ἐν πυρὶ καὶ καθαρισθήσεται GAN τῷ ὕδατι τοῦ 

ἁγνισμοῦ ἁγνισθήσεται. Such a metaphor we also find in Isa.1-25 

ἐπάξω τὴν χεῖρά μου ἐπὶ σὲ kal πυρώσω eis καθαρόν. Zech.13-9 πυρώσω 

αὐτοὺς ὡς πυροῦται τὸ ἀργύριον καὶ δοκιμῶ αὐτοὺς ὡς δοκιμάζεται τὸ 

χρυσίον. 158.4-4 τὸ αἷμα ἐκκαθαριεῖ ἐκ μέσου αὐτῶν ἐν πνεύματι καύσεως. 

Similarly Mt 3-11 αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει (= ἁγνίσει βαπτίζων) ἐν πνεύ- 

ματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί. For ἁγνίζειν instead οὗ καθαρίζειν as applied to fire 

οἵ, Num.19-17 τῆς σποδιᾶς τῆς κατακεκαυμένης τοῦ ἁγνισμοῦ. 

The sentence πᾶς γὰρ ἁλὶ ἁλισθήσεται (ἁγνισθήσεται) is entirely 

unconnected with what precedes, and seems a recent addition 

suggested by the mention of πῦρ in v. 48. In the same way, when 

ἁγνισθήσεται became ἁλισθήσεται, then the words καλὸν τὸ ἅλας, ἐὰν 

δὲ τὸ ἅλας ἄναλον γένηται, ἐν τίνι αὐτὸ ἀρτύσετε : Which follow and 

which do not suit the context, were imported in a modified form 

from the familiar passage of Luke 14-34 καλὸν οὖν τὸ ἅλας, ἐὰν δὲ τὸ 

ἅλας μωρανθῇ, ἐν τίνι ἀρτυθήσεται ; where they form part of quite a 

different theme ; and these words seem at length to have occa- 

sioned another addition, namely, that of the exhortation ἔχετε ἐν 

ἑαυτοῖς ἅλας καὶ εἰρηνεύετε ἐν ἀλλήλοις. See note on 9-37. 

9-80, ἐὰν δὲ τὸ ἅλας ἄναλον γένηται, Mark misunderstood Matthew 
5-13, where see note. 

10-12. ἐὰν αὐτὴ ἀπολύσασα τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς γαμήσῃ ἄλλον, μοιχᾶται. 

Clearly the variant γαμηθῇ ἄλλῳ, strongly backed by Ms authority, 
is the only appropriate reading. 
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10-20. ταῦτα πάντα ἐφυλαξάμην ἐκ νεότητός μου, Ὁ δὲ Ἰησοῦς ἐμβλέψας 

αὐτῷ ἠγάπησεν αὐτόν. Naber has taken exception to ἠγάπησεν, for 
the sense required is that Jesus was well pleased with the young 

man’s answer. I suspect that the right reading is ἠγάθυνεν αὐτῷ. So 

in Dan.6-23, when Daniel gave a satisfactory answer, the King is 

said to have been pleased with him, ἠγαθύνθη ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, Cf. further 

Mart. Mt.10 ἠγαθύνθη πρὸς ὥραν ἐπὶ τῇ καθάρσει αὐτῶν. The active 

instead of the middle voice occurs in Jdg.17-13 ἔγνων ὅτι ἀγαθυνεῖ 
pot. This verb does not occur in the NT, but there are several ex- 

amples in the Septuagint ; in fact, it is probable that our passage 

was suggested by that in Daniel quoted above. 

10-23. λέγει τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτοῦ πῶς δυσκόλως οἱ TA χρήματα ἔχοντες 

εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ εἰσελεύσονται. In this passage I think πῶς 

is wrongly translated how ; it seems to me that it is used with a 

declarative force as equivalent to ὅτι, that. It is thus that Mt 19-23 

understood it, for he says λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι πλούσιος δυσκόλως εἰσελεύ- 

σεται. In MGk πῶς is in reality the only declarative particle used 

colloquially, and Jannaris (App.VI §13) produces instances of 

such a usage from a period as early as the first and second cen- 

turies. I cannot trace in the NT another clear example save the one 

in the next verse. Luke 18-24 repeats πῶς, but it is not certain that 

he did not misunderstand its force in our passage, and so employed 

it in an exclamatory sense. It is likely, however, that the declara- 

tive use of πῶς in the NT was originally extensive, but that, when 

the Scriptures were eventually adopted by literati, then πῶς was 

systematically changed into ὅτι. 
10-24, λέγει αὐτοῖς Τέκνα, πῶς δύσκολόν ἐστι. The construction 

is a hyperbaton ; cf. 1-40 λέγων αὐτῷ Κύριε, ὅτι ἐὰν θέλῃς, δύνασαί pe 

καθαρίσαι. Lk 13-23 εἶπεν δέ τις αὐτῷ Κύριε, εἰ ὀλίγοι οἱ σωζόμενοι. 22-49 

εἶπαν Κύριε, εἰ πατάξομεν. Acts 1-6 ἐπηρώτων αὐτὸν λέγοντες Κύριε, εἰ 

ἐν τῷ χρόνῳ τούτῳ ἀποκαθιστάνεις τὴν βασιλείαν. Xen.Anab.7-1-11 

προσανειπεῖν, ὃς ἂν μὴ παρῇ εἰς τὴν ἐξέτασιν, ὅτι αὐτὸς αὑτὸν αἰτιάσεται. 

86 ἐκήρυξεν, ὃς ἂν ἁλῷ ἔνδον ὧν τῶν στρατιωτῶν, ὅτι πεπράσεται. I may 

add that exclamations are not in the style of the NT. 

10-32. καὶ ἐθαμβοῦντο, οἱ δὲ ἀκολουθοῦντες ἐφοβοῦντο. There was 

nothing in what the Lord had just said to cause any amazement or 
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alarm ; on the contrary, it was cheering inasmuch as it promised 

an immense reward to the men who had already abandoned every- 

thing to become his adherents. On the other hand, in vv. 33 and 34 

a very grave announcement is made, which ought to inspire the 

disciples with bothamazement and anxiety, but strangely enough no 

hint is given as to the impression produced. It is possible therefore 

that the words οἱ δὲ ἀκολουθοῦντες ἐφοβοῦντο once followed v.34 in the 

form οἱ δὲ ἀκούοντες ἐθαμβοῦντο, a verb which includes both amaze- 

ment and anxiety, and that ἐφοβοῦντο represents a variant. Luke in 

the parallel passage 18-34 καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐδὲν τούτων συνῆκαν seems to 

me to have had before him merely ἐθαμβοῦντο without ἐφοβοῦντο. 

10-38, δύνασθε πιεῖν τὸ ποτήριον ὃ ἐγὼ πίνω ἢ τὸ βάπτισμα ὃ ἐγὼ 

βαπτίζομαι βαπτισθῆναι ; Οἱ δὲ εἶπαν αὐτῷ Δυνάμεθα. Ὁ δὲ ᾿Ιησοῦς εἶπεν 

αὐτοῖς Τὸ ποτήριον ὃ ἐγὼ πίνω πίεσθε καὶ τὸ βάπτισμα ὃ ἐγὼ βαπτίζομαι 

βαπτισθήσεσθε. This passage was suggested by Lk 12-50 (where 

see note) after the corruption of βασάνισμα βασανισθῆναι into βάπτι- 

σμα βαπτισθῆναι. 

10-40. τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν μου ἢ ἐξ εὐωνύμων οὔκ ἐστιν ἐμὸν 

δοῦναι ἀλλ᾽ οἷς ἡτοίμασται. Both here and in the parallel passage 

Mt 20-23 there is an addition ὑμῖν, strongly attested in versions, 

which I believe to be the primitive lection instead of ἐμόν. For it 

seems that, retorting to the presumptuous demand of James and 

John, our Lord wished to inculcate humility and disinterestedness 

in the spirit in Mt 20-26 ὃς ἐὰν θέλῃ ἐν ὑμῖν μέγας γενέσθαι ἔσται ὑμῶν 

διάκονος, καὶ ὃς ἂν θέλῃ ἐν ὑμῖν εἶναι πρῶτος ἔσται ὑμῶν δοῦλος. In the 

same spirit the disciples are told in Acts 1-7 οὐχ ὑμῶν ἐστι γνῶναι 

χρόνους καὶ καιροὺς, ods ὃ πατὴρ ἔθετο ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ ἐξουσίᾳ. Cf. also Dan. 

2-27 τὸ μυστήριον οὔκ ἐστι σοφῶν ἀναγγεῖλαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἔστι θεὸς ἐν οὐρανῷ 

ἀποκαλύπτων μυστήρια. Mic.3-1 οὐχ ὑμῖν ἐστι τοῦ γνῶναι τὸ κρῖμα. Mt 

16-4 σημεῖον οὐ δοθήσεται αὐτῇ εἰμὴ τὸ σημεῖον Ἰωνᾷ. Probably the 

alteration was prompted by a disinclination on the part of some 

transcriber to admit that James and John would not be exalted to 

the very highest rank in heaven. 
10-45. δοῦναι τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ λύτρον ἀντὶ πολλῶν. In my note on 

Rom.5-15 I pointed out that οἱ πολλοὶ was a Gnostic term signify- 
ing the common herd as distinct from the Τνωστικοὶ or possessors 
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of penetrating wisdom. The spirit of the Gospel is to repudiate 

Gnostic pretensions. Cf. Mt 11-25 ἀπέκρυψας ταῦτα ἀπὸ σοφῶν καὶ 

συνετῶν καὶ ἀπεκάλυψας αὐτὰ νηπίοις. Its cardinal message is to care 

for and protect the πολλοὶ, the weak and humble, as His Holiness 

the Pope re-echoed just recently. It is a message which Christianity 

adopts with theoretical enthusiasm, and with very rare exceptions 

resolutely discards in practice. All respect and admiration are 

reserved for the successful oppressor. 

10-48, ἐπετίμων αὐτῷ πολλοί. There is recorded in van Soden a 
variant πολλὰ, which I had myself guessed independently. The 

phrase is repeated in 3-12 πολλὰ ἐπετίμα αὐτοῖς. Cf. also 1-45 κηρύσ- 

σειν πολλά. 5-10 παρεκάλει αὐτὸν πολλά. 5-43 διεστείλατο αὐτοῖς πολλά. 

15-3 κατηγόρουν αὐτοῦ πολλά. Jam.3-2 πολλὰ πταίομεν. Eur.Tr.1009 

ἐνουθέτουν σε πολλά. And so frequently. The subject is ὁ ὄχλος, and 

this being missed, πολλὰ was misread as πολλοὶ, for it supplied a 

subject to ἐπετιμων. 

10-50. ἀποβαλὼν τὸ ἱμάτιον αὐτοῦ, ἀναπηδήσας ἦλθεν πρὸς τὸν Ἰησοῦν. 

Cf. Hom.B183 βῆ δὲ θέειν, ἀπὸ δὲ χλαῖναν βάλε, where Eustathios 

‘iva ἐν τῷ θέειν ῥᾷον τρέχῃ." And Blaydes on Arist. Nub.1104 adduces 

several similar passages from various authors. But what probably 

the beggar did was just the reverse. For it is, and no doubt was, 

usual for beggars in the Levant, and elsewhere, to spread their 

coats, or some kind of cloth, in front of them for charitable passers- 

by to throw there any alms they might feel pleased to bestow. This 

custom was not unusual even with men of a certain standing. 

Κουκουλὲς, Διὰ τῆς “Ελληνικῆς Ἱστορίας καὶ τοῦ Ἑλληνικοῦ Biov p. 54, 

says “Οἱ ἱερεῖς, οἱ ἰατροὶ, οἱ διδάσκαλοι, κατὰ τακτὴν ἡμέραν εἰς κεντρικὸν 

σημεῖον τοῦ χωρίου ἔστρωνον σινδόνα, ἐπ᾿ αὐτῆς δὲ οἱ κάτοικοι φέροντες ἀπέ- 

θετον σῖτον, κριθὴν, ἀραβόσιτον καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα. Ali Pasha of Yanina 

once, wishing to recoup his loss caused by fire, called for contribu- 

tions from the public by having a carpet spread in the square of the 

town, himself standing by. In the same way, the beggar had spread 
his coat, and afterwards picked it up in order to rush towards Jesus 

without leaving behind his belongings. So probably the original 

reading was not ἀποβαλὼν but ἐπιβαλὼν, putting on. Cf. Acts 12-8, 

where the angel tells Peter to follow after dressing. Also Jer.1-17 
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περίζωσαι τὴν ὀσφύν σου καὶ ἀνάστηθι. Perhaps ἃ literatus deliberately 

altered it so as to assimilate it to the Homeric episode just quoted. 

I may point out a similar mistake in Barn.3-2. We find there 

οὐδ᾽ ἂν σάκκον ἐνδύσησθε καὶ σποδὸν ὑποστρώσητε, but inasmuch as 

ashes were not spread under but over the dress, the reading must 

have been ἐπιστρώσητε. 

11-1, ὅτε ἐγγίζουσιν eis Ἱεροσόλυμα. The syntax of ὅτε with the 

present tense when the reference is to past events is not com- 

mented upon by such expositors as I have consulted ; it seems to 

meimpossible. The right reading must be ἤγγιζεν, asit stands in D 

and some other Mss, or more probably ἐγγίζοσαν (without augment, 

see my note on 3-14), which could easily be misread as ἐγγίζουσιν. 

The suffix -ocay is very common, ef. Jn 15-22 εἴχοσαν. 2 Thes.3-6 

παρελάβοσαν, ete; Jannaris deals with it in ὃ 791, citing numerous 

instances. 

11-2. πῶλον δεδεμένον ἐφ᾽ ὃν οὐδεὶς οὔπω ἀνθρώπων ἐκάθισεν. In my 

comment on Jn 19-34 I have noted ‘ The anxiety to prove Christ’s 

perfect freedom from physical pollution out of deference to Jewish 

susceptibilities goes back to his entry into Jerusalem, when, as we 

are told, the ass upon which he sat had not been ridden before.’ 
See also note on 15-46. 

11-3. ἐάν τις ὑμῖν εἴπῃ τί ποιεῖτε τοῦτο, εἴπατε Ὁ κύριος αὐτοῦ χρείαν 

ἔχει, καὶ εὐθέως αὐτὸν ἀποστέλλει πάλιν ὧδε. It is clear that the sense 

required is the same as we find in Mt 21-3 ἐάν τις ὑμῖν εἴπῃ τι, ἐρεῖτε 

ὅτι ὃ κύριος αὐτῶν χρείαν ἔχει, εὐθέως δὲ ἀποστελεῖ αὐτοὺς, namely, that 

if the disciples state that the Lord has need of the colt, its owner 

will at once send it, and not that the owner would only allow it to 

be led away upon a promise that it shall immediately be returned. 

I therefore believe that in the place of αὐτὸν ἀποστέλλει πάλιν there 

once stood ἀποστελεῖ (so a variant) τὸν πῶλον. 

ἐάν τις ὑμῖν εἴπῃ. In my note on Jn 18-15 I have suggested that 

the person meant is probably Mark, and submitted the reason why 
his name was suppressed. 

11-4. εὗρον τὸν πῶλον δεδεμένον πρὸς τὴν θύραν ἔξω ἐπὶ τῆς ἀμφόδου. 
Since the colt was tied at the door outside, it was not indispensable 
to add that this happened in the lane. That is why it is far more 
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probable, as Michelsen contended, that the text primitively read 

ἐπὶ (ἀπὸ ἢ) τῆς ἀμπέλου. Justin, 1 Apol.32, in quoting our passage or 

a passage similar to ours, says πῶλος γάρ τις εἱστήκει ἔν τινι εἰσόδῳ 

[= πρὸς τὴν θύραν] κώμης πρὸς ἄμπελον δεδεμένος. And ClemA.Paed. 

1-5-15 τὸν πῶλον, φησὶ [ἣ γραφὴ], προσέδησεν ἀμπέλῳ. Tischendorf 

has missed these quotations from the Fathers. The idea was evi- 

dently suggested by Gen. 49-11 δεσμεύων πρὸς ἄμπελον τὸν πῶλον 

αὐτοῦ. It was a block from a vine driven into the ground in front 

of the house for the purpose of tying animals to it. 

11-13, ἰδὼν συκῆν ἀπὸ μακρόθεν ἔχουσαν φύλλα, ἦλθεν εἰ dpa τι εὑρήσει 

ἐν αὐτῇ" καὶ ἐλθὼν ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν οὐδὲν εὗρεν εἰμὴ φύλλα, ὁ γὰρ καιρὸς οὐκ ἦν 

σύκων, Καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν αὐτῇ Μηκέτι ἐκ σοῦ εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα μηδεὶς 

καρπὸν φάγοι. If it was then not the proper season for figs, none but 

a futile person would have felt any vexation at not finding any. 

Here again Michelsen is right in reading ὁ yap καιρὸς ἦν σύκων, 
except that this sentence should be restored after εἰ dpa τι εὑρήσει 
ἐν αὐτῇ. Further, the words ἔχουσαν φύλλα are no doubtan intrusion. 

11-14. καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν αὐτῇ Μηκέτι eis τὸν αἰῶνα ἐκ σοῦ μηδεὶς 

καρπὸν φάγοι. Καὶ ἤκουον οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ. 15 Καὶ ἔρχονται εἰς ‘lepo- 

σόλυμα. . . 20 Καὶ παραπορευόμενοι πρωὶ εἶδον τὴν συκῆν ἐξηραμμένην 

ἐκ ῥιζῶν. 21 Καὶ ἀναμνησθεὶς ὃ Πέτρος to the end of v. 25 τὰ παραπτώ- 

ματα ὑμῶν. The disturbance noticed in the foregoing comment 

continues at this passage. V.20 must once have followed v. 14, as it 

does in the parallel passage of Mt 21-18ff, for why should the story 

of the fig-tree have been split? Then, the words ἤκουον of μαθηταὶ 

αὐτοῦ in the form καὶ ἠπόρουν (as suggested in my note on Jn 2-9) 

οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ should follow v. 20 εἶδον τὴν συκῆν ἐξηραμμένην ἐκ 

ῥιζῶν in accordance with Mt 21-19 ἐξηράνθη παραχρῆμα ἡ συκῆ, καὶ 

ἰδόντες οἱ μαθηταὶ ἐθαύμασαν (= ἠπόρουν). Lastly, the portion from 

v.15 καὶ ἔρχονται εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα to the end of ν. 19 should follow the 

conclusion of the narrative connected with the episode of the fig- 

tree. To make matters easily intelligible I will repeat the whole 

passage treated of, starting with v. 12: 
Kat τῇ ἐπαύριον, ἐξελθόντων αὐτῶν ἀπὸ Βηθανίας, ἐπείνασεν. Kat ἰδὼν 

συκῆν ἀπὸ μακρόθεν, ἦλθεν εἰ ἄρα τι εὑρήσει ἐν αὐτῇ, 6 γὰρ καιρὸς ἦν 
2 ΄ ἃ ἌΜΜΕ: 

σύκων. Καὶ ἐλθὼν ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν οὐδὲν εὗρεν εἰμὴ φύλλα. Καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς εἶπεν 
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αὐτῇ Μηκέτι εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα ἐκ σοῦ μηδεὶς καρπὸν φάγοι. Kat παραπορευό- 

μενοι πρωὶ εἶδον τὴν συκῆν ἐξηραμμένην ἐκ ῥιζῶν. Καὶ ἠπόρουν οἱ μαθη- 

ταὶ αὐτοῦ. Καὶ ἀναμνησθεὶς ὃ Πέτρος λέγει αὐτῷ Ῥαββιὲ, ἴδε ἡ συκῆ ἣν 
κατηράσω ἐξήρανται. Καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὃ Ἰησοῦς λέγει αὐτοῖς Ei ἔχετε (see 

note on v.22) πίστιν θεοῦ, ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι ds ἂν εἴπῃ τῷ ὄρει τούτῳ 

Αρθητι καὶ βλήθητι εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ μὴ διακριθῇ ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ 
ἀλλὰ πιστεύῃ ὅτι ὃ λαλεῖ γίνεται, ἔσται αὐτῷ. Διὰ τοῦτο λέγω ὑμῖν, πάντα 

ὅσα προσεύχεσθε καὶ αἰτεῖσθε πιστεύετε ὅτι λάβητε (see note on v. 24), 

καὶ ἔσται ὑμῖν. Καὶ ὅταν στήκητε προσευχόμενοι, ἀφίετε εἴ τι ἔχετε κατά 

τινος, ἵνα καὶ ὃ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὃ ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς ἀφῇ ὑμῖν τὰ παραπτώματα 

ὑμῶν. 15 Kat ἔρχονται εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα down to v. 19. 
11-15. Καὶ ἔρχονται εἰς Ἱεροσόλυμα, καὶ εἰσελθὼν εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν ἤρξατο 

ἐκβάλλειν τοὺς πωλοῦντας... καὶ οὐκ ἤφιεν ἵνα τις διενέγκῃ σκεῦος. 

This episode reminds one of Nehem.13-7 καὶ ἦλθον εἰς Ἱερουσαλὴμ, καὶ 

συνῆκα ἐν τῇ πονηρίᾳ ἣ ἐποίησεν  Ἔλιασὶβ τῷ Τωβίᾳ, ποιῆσαι αὐτῷ γαζο- 

φυλάκιον ἐν αὐλῇ οἴκου τοῦ θεοῦ, καὶ πονηρόν μοι ἐφάνη σφόδρα, καὶ ἔρ- 

pupa πάντα τὰ σκεύη οἴκου Τωβία ἔξω ἀπὸ τοῦ γαζοφυλακίου, καὶ εἶπα καὶ 

ἐκαθάρισαν τὰ γαζοφυλάκια. 

11-19. ὅταν ὀψὲ ἐγένετο, ἐξεπορεύοντο. Qu. ἐξεπορεύθησαν in accord- 

ance with ἐγένετο. 

11-22. ἔχετε πίστιν θεοῦ. ᾿Αμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν. Most probably εἰ ἔχετε 

πίστιν θεοῦ, ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν, for the asyndeton sounds extremely 

awkward. For a similar loss of εἰ see my note on Mt 2-6. 

πίστιν θεοῦ. The addition of θεοῦ invests πίστιν with intensity. 

I have treated of this peculiarity in my note on Lk 1-6. To the in- 

stances there recorded add Gen.13-13 ἁμαρτωλοὶ ἐναντίον τοῦ θεοῦ 

σφόδρα. Apoc.19-17 τὸ δεῖπνον τὸ μέγα τοῦ θεοῦ = τὸ μέγιστον. Ps. 

35-7 ἡ δικαιοσύνη σου ws ὄρη θεοῦ. 

11-24, πάντα ὅσα προσεύχεσθε καὶ αἰτεῖσθε πιστεύετε ὅτι ἐλάβετε, καὶ 

ἔσται ὑμῖν. A prayer for ἃ favour is not for one already bestowed 

but for one to come. As proved by ἔσται ὑμῖν, it is a future favour 

that also on this occasion the Lord promises. I read therefore 

λάβητε (recorded in D and other Mss as λήμψεσθε) instead of ἐλά- 

Bere, an aorist subjunctive in a dependent clause which is equiva- 

lent to a future indicative. Cf. 13-11 μὴ προμεριμνᾶτε τί λαλήσητε. 

14-14 ποῦ ἐστιν τὸ κατάλυμά μου ὅπου τὸ πάσχα φάγω; Mt 6-25 μὴ 
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μεριμνᾶτε τί φάγητε. Also Lk 23-31 εἰ ἐν τῷ ὑγρῷ ξύλῳ ταῦτα ποιοῦσιν, 

ἐν τῷ ξηρῷ τί γένηται ; Acta Tho.73, 23 (from Jannaris, ὃ 2016) ἄρτον 

τοῦτον ποίησον ὃν οἱ ἐσθίοντες ἄφθαρτοι διαμείνωσιν. The infrequency 

of such a construction may have caused the misreading. 
προσεύχεσθε καὶ αἰτεῖσθε. So exactly in MGk for αἰτεῖσθε προσευχό- 

μένοι. 

12-1, ὥρυξεν ὑπολήνιον καὶ φκοδόμησεν πύργον. The meaning of 

πύργον is misunderstood. It does not signify a tower but a country 

villa with an upper storey, in which sense it is still used in modern 

Greece. Byzantios the Lexicographer explains πύργος as “ σπίτι 

(= house) πετρόκτιστον καὶ ὑψηλὸν εἰς τὴν ἐξοχήν. Chateau.” Such 

πύργοι are referred to by Coraes in his Homer B, pp. λβ΄ and λστ΄ 

as country villas. They were formerly very frequent in Greece, and 

were built, as described in this passage, with a wine-press under- 
neath. 

Since I wrote to the above effect I have come across Milligan’s 

note (see Vocabulary), from which I have learnt that Preisigke and 

E. Meyer have since advocated the meaning farm-building. But a 

farm-building is ἔπαυλις. Moreover, a πύργος might be in a town, 

and such was that of Timotheos mentioned by Aristophanes in 

Plut.180 and interpreted by Blaydes as ‘domus magnifica et 

magnis sumptibus extructa.’ Cf. Herod.4-164 πύργον ἰδιωτικὸν, 1. 68. 

a private tall building, such as you would expect to be a public 

building. The fact of our πύργος being built with a wine-press un- 

derneath does not make it a farm-building ; in my young days the 

principal landowners at Athens had such presses even in their 

town residences, and I have lived in such a house myself. The 

missionary Hartley, Researches in Greece (1831) p. 369, says ‘ fre- 

quently the grapes are pressed out at home.’ Zorrel’s interpreta- 

tion ‘turris qualem vinitores Palaestinenses in vineis extruere sole- 

bant atque etiamnum solent’ is equally inexact. A πύργος derives 

its name from its tallness ; its use and its locality are immaterial. 

12-4, ἐκεφαλίωσαν καὶ ἠτίμασαν. After several abortive attempts 

by others at explaining or correcting ἐκεφαλίωσαν, Michelsen at last 

hit upon the correct treatment by altering it to ἐξεφαύλισαν (or it 

might be ἐκφαύλισαν augmentilessly, see note on 3-14). So in Job 

α 
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30-4 ἄτιμοι is joined with πεφαυλισμένοι. And 1 Kings 15-9 ἔργον 

ἠτιμωμένον καὶ ἐξουδενωμένον = ἐκπεφαυλισμένον. The following ἀπέ- 

κτειναν is likewise suspect. 

12-9. καὶ δώσει τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἄλλοις, There is no suggestion of the 

vineyard being given away but of its being farmed; κἀκδώσει should 

therefore be read instead of καὶ δώσει in accordance with the variant 

ἐκδώσει at Mt 21-41. The word has been correctly transmitted in 12-1. 

Mt 21-33. Lk 20-9 ἐξέδοτο αὐτὸν γεωργοῖς. Mt 21-41 τὸν ἀμπελῶνα éx- 

δώσεται ἄλλοις. The error appears a very old one, as it is repeated 

in the parallel passage Lk 20-16. 

12-14. ἀληθὴς εἶ καὶ οὐ μέλει σοι περὶ οὐδενός. Similarly Philost. 

Ap.6-31 ἀληθεύειν ἐκπλήττεσθαί τε ὑπὸ μηδενὸς = to tell the truth 

without being cowed by anyone. And in my note on Apoc.3-17 I have 

explained that οὐδὲν χρείαν ἔχω = οὐ μέλει poi περὶ οὐδενὸς 15 a phrase 

preserved in MGk and currently employed to express independ- 

ence, meaning f care not, I am indifferent whatever people may do 

to, or say or think of, me (something like Milner’s damn the con- 

sequences ἢ). I there illustrated the phrase by several extracts. 

Referring to 1Cor.7-37 ὃς δὲ ἕστηκεν ἑδραῖος, μὴ ἔχων ἀνάγκην, Kat 

τοῦτο κέκρικεν, τηρεῖν τὴν ἑαυτοῦ παρθένον, quoted in my Preface to 

St Luke, where I corrected παρθένον by παρθενίαν, virginity (ef. 

Armitage Robinson, Coptic Apocryphal Gospels p. 35 ‘the virgins 

that are men and the virgins that are women, who have kept their 

virginity ’), I may take this opportunity of explaining that the 

words μὴ ἔχων ἀνάγκην, caring nothing as to what people may think, 

were added in view of the Jewish abhorrence of celibacy. 

12-24. οὐ διὰ τοῦτο πλανᾶσθε μὴ εἰδότες τὰς γραφάς ; Commentators 

justify the interrogative form by a reference to 11-17 οὐ γέγραπται 

ὅτι ὁ οἶκός μου οἶκος προσευχῆς κληθήσεται ; But the question in that 

passage implies an affirmation, whereas here it is put as though 

there were some hesitancy and doubt in the mind of Jesus; and 

such a feeling is of course inconsistent with the context. The words 

therefore διὰ τοῦτο are corrupt, and they should be changed into 

οὐδενὸς τούτων. Our Lord was asked whose wife the woman would 

be, and he answers She shall be the wife of none of them. The 

corruption has been brought about by the scribes’ practice of 
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(1) writing the numeral A instead of πρῶτος or εἷς (see Cobet, 

Variae Lectiones p. 122; and Blaydes, Arist. Vesp.684), and (2) 

indicating the final N at the end of a line by a dash drawn over 

the preceding vowel. Thus the text 

originally had OYAATOYT@ 

which was read OYATIATOYTO 

instead of OYAENOS TOYTON. 

12-25, οὔτε γαμοῦσιν οὔτε γαμίσκονται. The variant γαμίζονται is 

the true one. As shown by 1Cor.7-38 γαμίζω signifies the same as 

ἐκδίδωμι θυγατέρα or υἱὸν εἰς γάμον, to give one’s daughter or son in 

marriage ; therefore the middle γαμίζονται would mean reciprocally 

to do so. This would suit exactly the context, they neither marry 

themselves mor exchange children in marriage, effect marriages. 

The lection γαμίσκονται means nothing; but the other variant ἐκ- 

γαμίζονται is possible, the preposition having the same force as in 

ἐκδίδωμι. The same remark applies to Mt 22-30. Lk 17-27. 20-35. 

12-27, πολὺ πλανᾶσθε. A variant gives πολλοί, So perhaps πολλά ; 

see note on 10-48. 

12-38. ἐν στολαῖς περιπατεῖν, Reiske conjectured στοαῖς, and this 

has now been confirmed by the Syr.Sinaiticus, which, as I under- 

stand from a note on the margin of the Lewis translation, uses the 

Greek word itself. Similarly in Herod.3-52 στοῇσι was corrupted 

in one Ms into στολῇσι, which may perhaps have been noticed by 

Reiske. 

13-3. καθημένου αὐτοῦ eis τὸ ὄρος τῶν ἐλαιῶν κατέναντι τοῦ ἱεροῦ, 

ἐπηρώτα αὐτὸν κατ᾽ ἰδίαν Πέτρος καὶ ᾿Ιάκωβος καὶ Ἰωάννης καὶ ᾿Ανδρέας. 

Andrew’s name must bea recent addition (1) because it is detached 

from that of his brother Peter, and (2) because he is given a special 

importance which he is not reported elsewhere to have enjoyed. 

13-9. εἰς μαρτύριον αὐτοῖς. Transferred from Mt 10-18 with its 

probable error of αὐτοῖς instead of ἑαυτοῖς. 
13-22, ἐγερθήσονται yap ψευδόχριστοι καὶ ψευδοπροφῆται. Probably 

written a posteriori. Such epithets were freely flung at each other 

by competitors when heresies and rivalries invaded the Church. 

Hegesippos has exposed these incidents, according to the quotation 

from his writings preserved by Eusebios in his EH. 4-22. His 
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words were : Ἄρχεται δ᾽ ὁ Θέβουθις διὰ τὸ μὴ γενέσθαι αὐτὸν ἐπίσκοπον 

ὑποφθείρειν. Ἀπὸ τῶν ἑπτὰ αἱρέσεων ... ἕκαστος ἰδίως καὶ ἑτέρως ἰδίαν 

δόξαν παρεισηγάγοσαν. Ἀπὸ τούτων ψευδόχριστοι ψευδοπροφῆται Wevd- 

απόστολοι, οἵτινες ἐμέρισαν τὴν ἕνωσιν τῆς ἐκκλησίας φθοριμαίοις λόγοις 

κατὰ τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ κατὰ τοῦ Χριστοῦ αὐτοῦ. 

13-27, ἀπ᾿ ἄκρου γῆς ἕως ἄκρου οὐρανοῦ, So also Philo,Cherub.29 
ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ περάτων μέχρι γῆς ἐσχάτων. 

13-28. ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς συκῆς μάθετε τὴν παραβολήν᾽ ὅταν αὐτῆς ἤδη 6 

κλάδος ἁπαλὸς γένηται καὶ ἐκφύῃ τὰ φύλλα, γινώσκετε ὅτι ἐγγὺς τὸ θέρος 

ἐστίν. Paley on Hes.Op.679 refers to this passage, and adds ‘ in its 

native places the fig-tree is the first to put out its leaves, even 

before the vines.’ 
13-29, ἐγγύς ἐστιν ἐπὶ θύραις. The Latin translator has added 

Jinis as the subject of ἐγγὺς, thus supplying the very opposite to 

what the context demands, i.e. the beginning of the new era. 

This is clear from the comparison with the new sprouting of the 

fig-tree. Luke grasped the correct sense, for in the parallel passage 

21-31 he says γινώσκετε ὅτι ἐγγύς ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ, and in v.28 

ἐγγίζει ἡ ἀπολύτρωσις ὑμῶν, i.e. the beginning of the new era. 

13-34. ὡς ἄνθρωπος ἀπόδημος, ἀφεὶς τὴν οἰκίαν αὐτοῦ καὶ δοὺς τοῖς 

δούλοις αὐτοῦ τὴν ἐξουσίαν, ἑκάστῳ τὸ ἔργον αὐτοῦ, καὶ τῷ θυρωρῷ ἐνετεί- 

λατο ἵνα γρηγορῇ. Γρηγορεῖτε οὖν. Supply οὕτως ἐστὶν ἧ ὥρα or ὅμοιον 

(expressed in the Syr.Syn. by like as a man) or something of 

a similar import. Cf. 4-26 οὕτως ἐστὶν ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ὡς ἐὰν (or 

ἂν) ἄνθρωπος βάλῃ τὸν σπόρον ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. Cebes,Tab.19 οὕτως αὐτοὺς 

εἰσάγει πρὸς τὰς ἀρετὰς ὡς ἂν εἴ τις, πρὸς ἰατρὸν ἂν δήπου γενόμενος, πρό- 

τερον καθαρτικοῖς ἐξέβαλε τὰ νοσοποιοῦντα. Lucian,Peregr.45 ὅμοιον 

ὡς εἴ (= ἂν) τις, ἐπὶ σταυρὸν ἀναβήσεσθαι μέλλων, τὸ ἐν τῷ δακτύλῳ πρόσ- 

πταισμα θεραπεύοι. Philo,Spec.Leg.3-28 ὅμοιον γὰρ ds εἰ (= ἂν) καὶ 

τὰ μέρη τοῦ σώματος, τῆς κατὰ φύσιν ἁρμονίας ἐκστάντα, στασιάζοι πρὸς 

ἄλληλα. Hom.A467 τῷ ῥβικέλη ὡς εἴ (= ἂν) Pe βιῴατο (9). Which ex- 

amples provethat ἂν dropped out before ἄνθρωπος. The RV translates 

well by 11 ts as when a man except that if should be substituted for 
when. 

The parable is incomplete. The word γρηγορῇ must have been 
followed by the continuation of the story, in which it was related 
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how, when the master unexpectedly returned home, the porter was 

surprised in riotous revelry instead of attending to his duties ; 

and then how he was severely chastised. This continuation was 

something like what we find in Mt 24-48 ff (cf. also Lk 12-42ff) ἐὰν 

δὲ εἴπῃ 6 κακὸς δοῦλος ἐκεῖνος ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ Xpoviler ὁ κύριός pov, 

ἐσθίῃ δὲ καὶ πίνῃ μετὰ τῶν μεθυόντων, ἥξει ὃ κύριος τοῦ δούλου ἐκείνου ἐν 

ἡμέρᾳ ἡ οὐ προσδοκᾷ καὶ ἐν ὥρᾳ ἣ οὐ γινώσκει καὶ διχοτομήσει αὐτόν. It 

is to this continuation that the moral γρηγορεῖτε οὖν refers. The 

same moral γρηγορεῖτε οὖν is found in Mt25-13 as a conclusion from 
a parable: i.e. be watchful then lest ye be overtaken by the same 

disaster as the porter. A Latin translator fancied that he could 

obviate the difficulty by altering ὡς into quomodo and οὖν into 

sic, a rather feeble and transparent manipulation. See note on 

14-41, 

14-3, γυνὴ ἔχουσα ἀλάβαστρον μύρου νάρδου πιστικῆς πολυτελοῦς" 

συντρίψασα τὸ ἀλάβαστρον κατέχεεν αὐτοῦ τῆς κεφαλῆς. I need not stop 

to point out the impossibility of rendering πιστικῆς either as 

genuine or liquid, since others have done so quite successfully. 

I will say at once that the word which the Evangelist wrote was 

πιεστικῆς, extracted. The word πιεστὴ or πιεστικὴ is not recorded in 

dictionaries, nor have I traced it in other books; but we have 

(1) the verb πιέζω and ἐκπιέζω in the sense of to press for the purpose 

of extracting and to express, cf. Micah 6-15 σὺ πιέσεις ἐλαίαν καὶ 

od μὴ ἀλείψῃ ἔλαιον. Geopon.9-18 τοῦ καρποῦ τῆς τερεβίνθου καθάπερ 

ἡ ἐλαία ἐκπιεζομένου ; and (2) the noun πίεσμα, respecting which 

Sophocles says ‘ πίεσμα, extract in pharmacy (Diosco.1-106).’ In 

Geoponicon 20-28 we also find μυροβολάνου πίεσμα, though in this 
case the word denotes not the extract itself but the pulp left after 

pressing. Thus an extract of νάρδος would be νάρδου πίεσμα or vapdos 
πιεστὴ (compare στακτή) ; and νάρδος πιεστικὴ Would mean the same 

thing, though the adjective is formed as if it meant ofan extracted 

kind, as ποικιλτικὰ is a by-form of ποικιλτὰ in Ex.37-21 τὰ ὑφαντὰ 

καὶ τὰ ῥαφιδευτὰ καὶ ποικιλτικά;; ef. also Ex.30-25 μύρον μυρεψικόν. 35 

θυμίαμα μυρεψικόν. 

What of course is said to have been poured over the head of the 

Lord was not an extract of νάρδος itself, but oil impregnated with 
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an infusion of that perfume, that is, a σκευασία ἐλαίου ἡδύσματος 

(Eccles.10-1) or εὐῶδες ἔλαιον (Hom. 339). 

From the complaint that this was a great waste the text pre- 

sumably means that the whole contents of the cruse were poured 

out. That would have been enough almost to suffocate. The fact 

of the matter, however, is that the episode was borrowed from 

Polybios 26-10, where it is related that Ἀντίοχος ᾿Ἐπιφάνης, when 

annoyed by a flatterer, ἐποίησεν αὐτοῦ καταχυθῆναι τῆς κεφαλῆς μέγι- 

στον κεράμιον πολυτελεστάτου μύρου, τῆς στακτῆς (= πιεστικῆς) καλου- 

μένης, and that the contents of such a cruse were quite enough 

πάντας ἀναστάντας κυλίεσθαι AovopEévous τῷ μύρῳ. The similarity of 

the two narratives is too close to permit of any doubt as to the 

original source. 

14-8. ὃ ἔσχεν ἐποίησε. Perhaps ἴσχυσεν. Cf. Didache ch.6 ὃ δύνῃ, 

τοῦτο ποίει. 

14-14. τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ. To the owner ; see my note on Mt 13-52. 

14-20, εἷς ἐκ τῶν δώδεκα, ὁ ἐμβαπτόμενος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ εἰς τὸ τρυβλίον. 

Since all the disciples in Oriental fashion were dipping their bread 

into the same dish, the Lord’s answer was no indication as to 

who would be the traitor, as Alford points out; it was an evasive 

answer, but such as implied a complaint that one who was sharing 

a meal should be so impious as to betray. So Celsos in Origen 

2-20 ἀνθρώπῳ ὃ κοινωνήσας τραπέζης οὐκ ἂν ἔτι ἐπεβούλευσεν. This 

complaint is more expressly indicated in Jn 13-18 6 τρώγων per 

ἐμοῦ τὸν ἄρτον ἐπῆρκεν ἐπ᾿ ἐμὲ THY πτέρναν αὐτοῦ, a passage which 

primitively was connected in all probability with the Eucharist 

incident. 

14-24. τὸ ὑπὲρ πολλῶν ἐκχυνόμενον. See note on 10-45. 

14-38. τὸ μὲν πνεῦμα πρόθυμον, ἡ δὲ σὰρξ ἀσθενής. See note on Mt 

20-41, 

14-40. ἦσαν γὰρ οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτῶν καταβαρυνόμενοι. The variant 

καταβεβαρημένοι is probably due to the fact that καταβαρυνόμενοι 

possesses the force of a perfect tense, as the present occasionally 

does ; refer to my note on Lk 7-8. Similarly in Gal.3-23 the reading 

varies between συνκλειόμενοι and συνκεκλεισμένοι. 

14-41, καθεύδετε τολοιπὸν καὶ ἀναπαύεσθε, Badly translated by 
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Sleep on now and take your rest, for τολοιπὸν is equivalent to οὖν, 

just as in MGk, in which both τολοιπὸν and λοιπὸν are specific terms 

for οὖν. Here it accompanies an interrogation as it does in 2Act. 

Pil. 3-2 τολοιπὸν βασιλεὺς εἶ; and probably in ib. ch. 6 also the right 

lection is τολοιπὸν (Mss καὶ λοιπὸν) ἀληθῶς ἡμεῖς λέγομεν ὅτι τὸ σάβ- 

βατον οὐ τηρεῖ; and so forth. Luke 22-46 saw the interrogation, 

for he reproduces the sentence by τί καθεύδετε; On the parallel 

passage Mt 26-45 Tischendorf remarks ‘Schu. ἀναπαύεσθε ; [thatis, 

interrogatively ] interpungi vult et in Mt et Me (confirmat h.1.U 

teste Treg., ego non notavi).’ Our sentence is well explained by 

Sophocles v. λοιπὸν as implying a rebuke. Thus the right rendering 

is do ye then sleep and rest? i. 6. this is not a time for sleep and 

rest, for behold the hour is come and the son of man is betrayed. 

It is interesting to watch the Expositors in their struggles to 

reconcile καθεύδετε in the imperative mood with the following 

ἐγείρεσθε. One of the most amusing attempts is that of the old 

Latin translator who imagined that he discovered a way out by 

assuming that a short interval (vost pusillum) elapsed between the 

two commands. See note on 13-34. 

14-41, ἀπέχει, ἦλθεν ἡ ὥρα, ἰδοὺ παραδίδοται ὁ vids τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 

εἰς τὰς χεῖρας τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν. Ἐγείρεσθε, ἄγωμεν. It is enough, the 

favourite rendering of ἀπέχει, is derived from the Vulgate. But 

though the whole range of Greek literature has been ransacked in 

search of passages where ἀπέχει might signify sufficit, only two 

examples have been found which are thought to bear this signifi- 

cation, namely, Pseudo-Anacr. 27-33 ἀπέχει, βλέπω yap αὐτὴν, and 

Cyr.Hag.2-9 ἐμὸν φησὶν τὸ ἀργύριον Kal τὸ χρυσίον, τουτέστιν ἀπέχει 

καὶ πεπλήρωμαι. This dearth in the case of an expression in such 

frequent use as enough is extraordinary, seeing that it cannot be 

urged in this instance that a word belonging to vulgar Greek 

must have been constantly tampered with in our Mss. But even 

the passages discovered are untrustworthy. In Anacreon Etienne 

was certainly right in correcting ἄπεχε; and in Cyril the context 

requires ἀπέχω = I have received my due (cf. Mt 6-2 and my note). 

Then again the attempt to explain how ἀπέχει has come to mean 

sufficit has by no means proved a success. Besides, where the word 
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is placed in the text, no reader or hearer could help connecting it 

with ὥρα, thus misunderstanding the passage as meaning the hour 

is distant (this being the usual sense of ἀπέχει), it has come. Why 

should not the Evangelist have said ἀρκεῖ so as to avoid such a 

misunderstanding ? Further, even if ἀπέχει means sufficit, it would 

not suit the context, and the explanations so far given are based 

upon guesses and far-fetched subtleties. Lastly, Ms tradition varies 

considerably. Thus, Baljon was justified in saying ‘ lectio absurda 

est.’ 

What is likely to have been written under the circumstances 

narrated in the Gospel? Our Lord announces his approaching 

end, and in the Scriptures such proclamations of impending great 

events are generally invested with additional solemnity by being 

twice or even thrice reiterated. So Mark in 1-15 himself says πε- 

πλήρωται ὃ καιρὸς καὶ ἤγγικεν ἡ βασιλεία. Cf. also Ezek.7-12 ἥκει ὃ 

καιρὸς, ἰδοὺ ἣ ἡμέρα. 21-25 ἥκει ἡ ἡμέρα ἐν καιρῷ ἀδικίας πέρας. 30-3 

ἐγγὺς ἡμέρα τοῦ κυρίου, πέρας ἐθνῶν ἔσται. 7-3 ἥκει τὸ πέρας ἐπὶ 

σὲ, ἥκει ὁ καιρὸς, ἤγγικεν ἡ ἡμέρα. Therefore, what we require is a 

word of a similar import to that of ἦλθεν, and this is supplied by 

ἐπέστη. Of. 2Tim.4-6 6 καιρὸς τῆς ἀναλύσεώς μου ἐφέστηκεν. Lk 21-34 

προσέχετε μή ποτε ἐπιστῇ ἡ ἡμέρα ἐκείνη. 1Thes.5-3 ἐφίσταται αὐτοῖς 

ὄλεθρος. This word was first misread ἀπέστη, and from ἀπέστη it 

finally degenerated into ἀπέχει. Exactly the same fluctuation be- 

tween ἀπέχει and ἀπέστη is found in Mk 7-6 ; and the tendency 

of ἀπέστη to be misread is further illustrated by its appearing as 

a variant ἄπεστιν in 1ClemR.3. In ch.15 of the same work we find 

ἀπέχει with ν.1. ἄπεστιν. My conjecture is amply supported by docu- 

mentary authority. One old Latin version gives adest finis, venit 

hora; a Syriac version gives appropinquavit finis et venit hora; 

and, most important of all, the Syr. Sinaiticus has the hour is 

come, the end is at hand. In fact, from these readings and that of 

D, which exhibits ἀπέχει τὸ τέλος καὶ ἡ dpa, as well as on the 

strength of the passages from Ezekiel quoted above, which most 

probably afforded a model for the sentence in Mark, one might 

further infer that the text primitively ran ἐπέστη τὸ τέλος, ἦλθεν ἡ 
9 
wpa. 
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But how has the Latin version sufficit arisen? We have seen 

in my note on Mk 1-6 that in the New Testament we constantly 

encounter words misplaced by their synonyms. Nowasynonym of 

ἐπέστη 15 φθάνει, which the Latin translator must have found as a 

variant and rendered by suffcit. For in MGk φθάνει (really φτάνει) 

signifies not only advenit but also specifically sufficit ; so BAayos 

‘ φθάνω, arriver, suffire? Probably this signification was initiated 

at about the time when the Gospels were written. I have traced 

the following passages from that period in which φθάνει seems to 

mean sufficit: Philo, Flac.1 σύμπαν μὲν ἀδικῆσαι τὸ ἔθνος οὐ δυνηθεὶς, 
ἐφ᾽ ὅσους δ᾽ ἔφθανεν (= sufficed, was able) ἀνηκέστοις περιέπειρε κακοῖς. 

Philost.Apoll.8-2 εἰ μὲν ὁπόσα ἀπαιτεῖ ἡ δίκη ξυγχωρεῖ μοι λέγειν, οὐκ 

ἂν φθάνοι διαμετρηθεὶς οὐδὲ ὃ Θύμβρις = Tiber would not be sufficient 

if it went through the whole measure of its course. In the Expositor 

1903 p.438 Moulton quoted from a papyrus τῆς εἰς ἅπαντός (Moulton 

ἅπαντάς) cov φιλανθρωπίας φθανούσης = of your philanthropy which is 

sufficient to benefit everybody. 
14-49, ἤμην πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ διδάσκων καὶ οὐκ ἐκρατήσατέ pe, 

ἀλλ᾽ἵνα πληρωθῶσιν αἱ γραφαί. Καὶ ἀφέντες αὐτὸν ἔφυγον. Commen- 

tators assume that the scriptures meant are those which in a 

general way allude to the Lord’s death. But the text refers to 

special scriptures, which foretold that the Lord would be seized 

upon at that very time and place, and not in the temple; and 

such a prophecy exists nowhere. How are we then to account for 

this reference to such a prophecy? We must turn to Jn 18-8 

ἄφετε τούτους ὑπάγειν, ἵνα πληρωθῇ ὃ λόγος Sv εἶπεν, ὅτι ods δέδωκάς μοι 

οὐκ ἀπώλεσα ἐξ αὐτῶν οὐδένα. This passage shows knowledge as 

to the disciples having deserted their master and dispersed, and 

probably it was meant to exeuse their conduct, which among 

Christian circles must have been bitterly blamed. This attempt 

at an excuse in course of time apparently was distorted by the 

Christian public into what appears in our text, namely, that the 

scriptures contained a prophecy foretelling Jesus’ arrest outside 

the temple, a prophecy which had of necessity to be fulfilled. 

14-51. εἷς τις νεανίσκος συνηκολούθει αὐτῷ (τῷ Ἰησοῦ) περιβεβλημένος 

σινδόνα ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ, καὶ κρατοῦσιν αὐτόν" ὃ δὲ καταλιπὼν τὴν σινδόνα 

Η 
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γυμνὸς ἔφυγεν. The usual interpretation of ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ by over his 

naked body presupposes an ellipsis, i.e. τοῦ σώματος ; but no ex- 

amples have been adduced illustrative of this ellipsis, nor, as far 

as I know, does the phrase ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ τοῦ σώματος occur elsewhere. 

In Greek, in order to convey the notion close upon the skin, the 

words ἐν χρῷ or ἐπὶ χρωτὸς, or some similar combination, I think, 

would have to be used, and such a phrase is in fact found in Lev. 

16-4 περισκελὲς λινοῦν ἔσται ἐπὶ τοῦ χρωτὸς αὐτοῦ. Not only is the ex- 

pression ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ singular, but it is difficult to believe that any 

person would have adopted such peculiar outdoor attire as a mantle 

over his skin, which implies that while in the house he was nude. 

Add to this that, if the incident really occurred as it is narrated 

in the Gospel, we should reluctantly have had to conclude that the 

only object of the young man in relating his adventure was to 

represent himself in a humorous light. 

The fact of the matter, however, is that the words ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ are 

corrupt, and have assumed this form under the influence of 

γυμνὸς in v. 52, which was wrongly taken in its literary sense as 

meaning naked, whereas it means γυμνὸς τῆς σινδόνος, without his 

cloak. This signification is fully illustrated by Wordsworth and at 

Arist.Eccl.409 by Blaydes. And further, refer to Liddell and Scott, 

who state «In common language γυμνὸς meant lightly clad, i. e. in 

the undergarment only (χιτὼν) without the iudriov.’ The correct 

reading must have been σινδόνα dw Αἰγύπτου, 1. 6. a cloak of Egyp- 

tian linen, Cf. Ezek.27-7 βύσσος μετὰ ποικιλίας ἐξ Αἰγύπτου. As is 

well known (see Encycl.Biblica s.v. Linen), the finer qualities of 

linen cloth (σινδὼν or βύσσος) were products of Egypt. In Proverbs 

7-16 the love-sick maiden, who invites her lover to her nuptial 

couch, tricks it out with καιρίαις and ἀμφιτάποις ἀπ᾿ Αἰγύπτου. What 

the Evangelist wished to convey is now clear, namely, that on that 

eventful night the young man wore a cloak of Egyptian linen, and 

that he owed his escape to the sacrifice of this costly garment (cf. 

Jud.16-8 στολὴν λινῆν εἰς ἀπάτησιν αὐτοῦ), which he left in the hands 

of the hostile crowd to wrangle over. The palaeographical resem- 

blance between ATTAITYIITOY and ETITYMNOY is close enough 

to have caused the error, especially if AIIETYIITOY stood in an 
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old copy (see Oxyrh.Pap.No 1101 Ἐνγύπτου) and if the amanuensis 
was, as I suggest, under the influence of the γυμνὸς close by. 

I may add that the author of the XII Patr.Jos.8-3, who evi- 
dently imitates the phrasing of our passage, must have actually 

understood γυμνὸς as naked, since he states that Joseph καταλείψας 

τὸν χιτῶνα, 1. 6. having abandoned his undergarment, ἔφυγεν. Gen. 
39-12 correctly says τὰ ἱμάτια (= τὸ ἱμάτιον) --- the overgarment. 

14-54. φῶς = fire. So MGk φωτιὰ, fire, as explained in my note 

on Lk 22-56. Light came eventually to mean fire because in 

ancient times households were ordinarily illuminated by the light 

shed from fireplaces ; ef. Hom.764 νήησαν ξύλα φόως (Etymologicon 

Magnum and PKnight φάος) ἔμεν ἠδὲ θέρεσθαι. Isa.50-11 πορεύεσθε 
τῷ φωτὶ τοῦ πυρός. 

14-54. οἱ δὲ ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ ὅλον τὸ συνέδριον ἐζήτουν κατὰ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ 

μαρτυρίαν εἰς τὸ θανατῶσαι αὐτὸν, καὶ οὐχ εὕρισκον. Suggested by Dan. 

6-4 καὶ οἱ τακτικοὶ καὶ οἱ σατράπαι ἐζήτουν πρόφασιν εὑρεῖν κατὰ Δανιὴλ, 

καὶ πᾶσαν πρόφασιν καὶ παράπτωμα καὶ ἀμπλάκημα οὐχ εὗρον κατ’ αὐτοῦ, 

ὅτι πιστὸς ἦν. 

14-56. πολλοὶ γὰρ ἐψευδομαρτύρουν κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἴσαι at μαρτυρίαι 

οὐκ ἦσαν. These depositions concerned other points and not the 

demolition of the temple. Being discordant, they were treated as 

worthless and no action was taken upon their testimony. That is 

what Mark means, but his account cannot be considered satisfac- 

tory. If the witnesses were found to be false from the fact of their 

depositions being untenable, they would have been stoned, for 

according to Jewish law a false witness was liable to the same 

penalty as the accused would suffer if his guilt were proved. The 

fact of the matter is that for a plausible account of the trial we 

must turn to John, whose brief narrative rings true in its sim- 

plicity. The Synoptics in their own presentation were influenced 

by 3 Kings 20-10 ἐγκαθίσατε δύο ἄνδρας υἱοὺς παρανόμων Kal κατα- 
μαρτυρησάτωσαν αὐτοῦ λέγοντες Ἠλόγησε (Mss εὐλόγησε) θεὸν καὶ βασι- 

λέα, καὶ ἐξαγαγέτωσαν αὐτὸν καὶ λιθοβολησάτωσαν αὐτόν. 

14-57. Καί τινες ἀναστάντες ἐψευδομαρτύρουν κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ λέγοντες ὅτι 

Ἡμεῖς ἠκούσαμεν αὐτοῦ λέγοντος ὅτι ᾿Εγὼ καταλύσω τὸν ναόν... Kat 
lat ἣν Ὧν. ἃ Ε 3 ΕἾ οὐδὲ οὕτως ἴση ἦν ἡ μαρτυρία αὐτῶν, Καὶ ἀναστὰς ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς εἰς τὸ 
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μέσον ἐπηρώτησεν τὸν Ἰησοῦν λέγων Οὐκ ἀποκρίνῃ οὐδὲν τί οὗτοί cou 

καταμαρτυροῦσιν ; If several witnesses concurred in accusing Jesus 

of scheming to demolish the temple, their depositions could not 

have been said to be discordant. As a matter of fact, the chief 

priest considered them trustworthy as being in agreement, and 

for that reason he summons the accused to listen to, and answer, 

them. It is plain therefore that the words καὶ οὐδὲ οὕτως ion ἦν ἡ 

μαρτυρία αὐτῶν were inserted by an interpolator who misunder- 

stood ἴσαι of v. 56 as signifying fair, just, not concordant. 

14-58. ἐγὼ καταλύσω τὸν ναόν. There must have been at one time 
a legend current that Jesus did actually declare that he would 

demolish the temple, to which seemingly we have a reference in 

13-2 βλέπεις ταύτας τὰς μεγάλας οἰκοδομάς : οὐ μὴ ἀφεθῇ ὧδε λίθος ἐπὶ 

λίθον ὃς οὐ μὴ καταλυθῇ. John almost expressly records this legend 

in 2-19 λύσατε τὸν ναὸν τοῦτον Kal ἐν τρισὶν ἡμέραις ἐγερῶ αὐτόν. But in 

course of time this legend proved inconvenient and was repu- 

diated ; it was then explained that when speaking of the temple 

Jesus really meant his own body, as John remarks in 2-21 ἐκεῖνος 

δὲ ἔλεγε περὶ [τοῦ] ναοῦ τοῦ σώματος αὐτοῦ. That is why the wit- 

nesses are called ψευδομάρτυρες. And the object of the repudiation 

perhaps was to remove any cause, whether reasonable or other- 

wise, which the Jews might allege, or did allege, in justification 

of the condemnation. 

14-65, ot ὑπηρέται ῥαπίσμασιν αὐτὸν ἔλαβον. The attendants took 

him over with blows. The phrase dates from those times when, on 

a criminal being sentenced, he was taken over by the guards and 

led away to prison or execution, all the way from first to last 

suffering blows and all manner of indignity, as the Lord also 

suffered according to the description in 15-19. So likewise James 

was said by Clement of Alexandria (Euseb. EH. 2-23) to have been 

treated, namely, ἀπὸ τοῦ πτερυγίου βεβλῆσθαι ξύλῳ τε τὴν πρὸς θά- 

νατον πεπλῆχθαι. The phrase eventually ceased to portray the origi- 

nal proceeding and became an ordinary expression, which merely 

denoted they started belabouring. In this general sense it recurs in 

Act.Ioan.90 εἰ τὸ πίασμά σου (= thy touch, a derivative from πιάζω, 

Mss τίασμα) τοιαύτην ἀλγηδόνα πεποίηκεν, τί εἰ ῥαπίσμασίν με ἔλαβες ; 
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XII Patr.Jud.5-5 ἐλάβομεν αὐτοὺς ἐν στόματι μαχαιρας. It survives 

to the present day as τὸν πήρανε (= αὐτὸν ἔλαβον) μὲ τὶς ξυλιὲς(-ΞΞ- ῥα- 

πίσμασιν), as I have translated in my version. Naber has proposed 

ἔπαιον for ἔλαβον, which shows the utility of some acquaintance 

with the Greek (the real language of the people, not the fraudulent 

purisms) of to-day. 

14-72, ἀνεμνήσθη ὁ Πέτρος τὸ ῥῆμα ὡς εἶπεν αὐτῷ 6 Ἰησοῦς, ὅτι Πρὶν 

ἀλέκτορα φωνῆσαι δὶς, τρίς με ἀπαρνήσῃ. Καὶ ἐπιβαλὼν ἔκλαιεν. The 

usual interpretation οὗ ἐπιβαλὼν, when he thought thereon, cannot 

possibly stand. For though ἐπιβάλλω (or ἐπιβάλλω τὴν διάνοιαν) is 

applicable to mental action, it does not mean merely to remember, 

but to ponder over, and Peter had no need to ponder over the 

words of Jesus and argue out their application ; he would be over- 

come with grief if only they suddenly flashed on his mind. I in- 

cline to think that ἐπιβαλὼν means ἐπιβαλὼν τὸ ἱμάτιον or ἐπίβλημα, 

having drawn on his cloak ; that is, having drawn it over his head 

and face. In great grief it was usual with the Jews to cover their 

heads or faces (see Encycl.Bibl.s.v.Mourning). What has probably 

misled commentators is that classical Greek, in order to express 

this idea, would have used the middle voice, i.e. ἐπιβαλόμενος. But 

ef. Gen.38-14 περιέβαλε τὸ θέριστρον Kai ἐκαλλωπίσατο. Similarly we 

find Deut.23-13 καὶ ἐπαγαγὼν (instead of ἐπαγαγόμενος) καλύψεις τὴν 

ἀσχημοσύνην cov(the meaning of which has likewise been misunder- 

stood). 
Since writing the above in 1903, I have come across Field’s 

note on the same theme. He examines ἐπιβαλὼν from all points 

with admirable learning and reaches the same conclusion as I am 

urging. To the instances with which he illustrates it I may add 

Plut.Phoe.34 ἐνεκαλύψαντο καὶ κάτω κύψαντες ἐδάκρυον. Enoch, 13-9 

ἐκάθηντο πενθοῦντες περικεκαλυμμένοι τὴν ὄψιν. So among his weeping 

sons Priam was (0163) ἐντυπὰς ἐν χλαίνῃ (qu. τέτατο πᾶς χλαίνῃ) 

κεκαλυμμένος. Aesch.Cho.80 δακρύω δ᾽ ὑφ᾽ εἱμάτων. Upon this last 

passage Blomfield comments as follows: ‘Ex more scilicet, quo 

plorantes velabant capita: vid. multis philologos ad Marci C. 14. 

72. Isocrat.Trapez.p.714.ed.P.Steph. ἐγκαλυψάμενος éxAace.ABRESCH. 

Stanleius confert Homer.0d.A.114. Δάκρυ δ᾽ ἀπὸ βλεφάρων χαμάδις 
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βάλε, πατρὸς ἀκούσας, χλαῖναν πορφυρέην ἀντ᾽ ὀφθαλμοῖϊν ἀνασχών. et 

Eurip.Suppl.110. Ξὲ τὸν κατήρη χλανιδίοις ἀνιστορῶ, Λέγ᾽, ἐκκαλύψας 

κρᾶτα, καὶ παρεὶς γόον. Adjice ibid.295. Orest.280. Ἐύγγονε, τί κλάεις, 

ὄμμα θεῖσ᾽ εἴσω πέπλων ; Plat.Phaed.p.97. Wyttenb. ὥστε ἐγκαλυψά- 

μενος ἀπέκλαιον ἐμαυτόν. Epigram. in Hecubam Anthol.5,33.p.389. 

φᾶρος γὰρ ἐπικρεμὲς ἀμφὶ προσώπῳ Ῥήματα μὲν δείκνυσιν" ἀπαγγέλλουσι 

δὲ πέπλοι Πένθος ὑποβρύχιον, κεκλασμένοι ἄχρι πεδίλων. 2Regg.15,30. 

ex vers. LXX. καὶ Δαβὶδ ἀνέβαινεν ἐν τῇ ἀναβάσει τῶν ἐλαιῶν, ἀναβαίνων 

καὶ κλαίων, καὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν ἐπικεκαλυμμένος. Euripides apud Aristoph. 

Ran.942 Aeschylum sic ridet, Πρώτιστα μὲν γὰρ ἕνα γέ τινα καθεῖσεν 

ἐγκαλύψας, Ἀχιλλέα tw’, ἢ Νιόβην, τὸ πρόσωπον οὐχὶ δεικνύς, Πρόσχημα 

τῆς τραγῳδίας, γρύζοντας οὐδὲ τουτί. 
Field states that Theophylactos interprets by ἐπικαλυψάμενος τὴν 

κεφαλήν. The Revisers must have known this, and it is strange 

that they preferred the version when he thought thereon, which 

Field justly calls frigid and lifeless. 

15-2. od λέγεις. Frank Morrison, Who moved the Stone, p. 38, 

‘ Thou sayst was the traditional form in which a cultivated Jew re- 

plied to a question of grave or sad import. Courtesy forbad a direct 

Yes or No.’ 
15-10. ἐγίνωσκεν yap ὅτι διὰ φθόνον παραδεδώκεισαν αὐτόν. It is the 

contrary that really happened, namely, Pilate was not aware that 

the Jews were actuated by hatred; but Mark copies Matthew’s 

27-18 with the disfigurement of οὐκ ἤδει into ἤδει explained at that 

verse. Mark’s copying is clear in 15-19 and 15-46, where see notes. 

15-11, ἀνέσεισαν τὸν ὄχλον. The old Latin translator, not being 

familiar with ἀνέσεισαν, rendered perswaserunt populo, whence D 

ἔπεισαν τῷ ὄχλῳ With the preposition disregarded. 

15-19, ἔτυπτον τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτοῦ καλάμῳ. Mark in copying Mat- 

thew’s 27-29 did not grasp the point of the episode, and therefore 

does not mention that the cane was first placed in the hands of 

Jesus as a mock sceptre. Isho'dad perceived the matter properly, 
for at Mt 27-29 he says ‘ they put upon his head a thorny crown 

instead of a diadem, and a reed instead of a golden sceptre which 

kings are wont to hold in their hands.” And in the same way at 

2103 Odysseus, in treating Ἶρος mockingly as a κοίρανος πτωχῶν, 



XV XVI ST MARK 55 

places in his hand a royal σκῆπτρον in the form of a rough 
stick. 

15-23, καὶ ἐδίδουν αὐτῷ ἐσμυρνισμένον οἶνον, ὁ δὲ οὐκ ἔλαβεν. Mark 
repeats the interpolation in Mt 27-34, where see note. 

15-34, εἰς τί ἐγκατέλιπές με; Respecting the D variant εἰς τί ὠνεί- 
δισάς με refer to note on the parallel passage Mt 27-39 to 46. 

15-38. τὸ καταπέτασμα τοῦ ναοῦ ἐσχίσθη εἰς δύο ἀπὸ ἄνωθεν ἕως κάτω. 

᾿Ιδὼν δὲ ὁ κεντυρίων ὃ παρεστηκὼς ἐξ ἐναντίας αὐτοῦ ὅτι οὕτω κράξας 
ἐξέπνευσεν, εἶπεν ᾿Αληθῶς οὗτος ὁ ἄνθρωπος υἱὸς ἦν θεοῦ. In Mt 27- 51} 
the centurion’s anguish is occasioned by a series of portents ; but 

Mark, in condensing Matthew’s account, makes the centurion’s ery 

follow the first portent only, namely, the rending of the veil, though 

that is the very one which from where he stood the centurion could 
not witness. 

15-39, ὅτι οὕτω κράξας ἐξέπνευσεν. That after his cry he thus ex- 

pired, i.e. that after his cry he died and his death caused such a 

portent. For the position of οὕτω, which is to be construed with 

ἐξέπνευσεν, cf, LK 15-10 οὕτως λέγω ὑμῖν γίνεται χαρὰ, that is, οὕτως 
γίνεται. 

15-40. ᾿Ιακώβου τοῦ μικροῦ, Paspati remarks that this should be 

interpreted by young James or [better] by James the younger, 
which is also meant by the Vulgate minoris. Cf. Rom.9-12 6 μείζων 

δουλεύσει τῷ ἐλάσσονι = the elder shall serve the younger. Gen.29-16 

ὄνομα τῇ μείζονι Λεία καὶ ὄνομα τῇ vewrépa “PaxyrA. Soph.OK 374 χρό- 

νῳ μείζων. And comformably in MGk. The version James the less (or 
litéle) is inaccurate. 

15-46. ἔθηκεν αὐτὸν ἐν μνημείῳ ὃ ἦν λελατομημένον ἐκ πέτρας. Mt 27- 

59 says ἔθηκεν αὐτὸ ἐν τῷ καινῷ αὐτοῦ μνημείῳ ὃ ἐλατόμησεν ἐν τῇ πέτρᾳ, 

the point of which is that the sepulchre was new, i.e. that it was 

unpolluted by a previous corpse; see my note on Jn 19-34. But 

the point was missed by Mark; see notes on 11-2 and 15-19. 

16-2. λίαν πρωὶ τῇ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων [Μαρία ἡ Μαγδαληνὴ and her 

companions] ἔρχονται ἐπὶ τὸ μνημεῖον ἀνατείλαντος τοῦ ἡλίου. Con- 

cerning people whose habit it was to rise exceedingly early, since 

owing to the absence of adequate artificial lights they went to bed 

immediately after dusk set in, λίαν πρωὶ must indicate an hour well 
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before dawn ; cf. 1-35 πρωὶ ἔννυχα λίαν ἀναστὰς ἐξῆλθεν. There is 

therefore a clear contradiction between λίαν πρωὶ and ἀνατείλαντος 

τοῦ ἡλίου, as has been pointed out long ago. From Jn 20-1 Μαρία 

ἡ Μαγδαληνὴ ἔρχεται πρωὶ σκοτίας ἔτι οὔσης εἰς τὸ μνημεῖον I infer that 

the Evangelist wrote οὔπω or μήπω ἀνατείλαντος τοῦ ἡλίου, when the 

sun had not yet risen. Jewish morning rites had to be performed 

well before dawn ; refer to Schiirer 2-1-24. Frank Morrison, Who 

moved the Stone, p. 116 ‘ They could hardly go before sunrise be- 

cause it would be dark (this is answered by my foregoing remarks], 

and possibly also because the city gates would not be open.’ If the 

gates would not have been open, then the Evangelist must have 

supposed the women to have spent the night outside Jerusalem. 
16-3. τίς ἀποκυλίσει ἡμῖν τὸν λίθον ἐκ τῆς θύρας τοῦ μνημείου ; Καὶ 

ἀναβλέψασαι θεωροῦσιν ὅτι ἀνακεκύλισται ὃ λίθος, ἣν γὰρ μέγας σφόδρα. 

Bloomfield ‘ This clause [jv γὰρ μέγας σφόδρα] cannot be referred to 

what immediately precedes. To remove this difficulty it is better 

to suppose that the words have reference not to the clause which 

immediately preceded but to the one before that, i.e. τίς ἀποκυλί- 

σει ἡμῖν τὸν λίθον ἀπὸ τῆς θύρας τοῦ μνημείου ; the intermediate words 

being regarded as parenthetical. Yet the construction at καὶ ἀναβλέ- 

ψασαι Will not admit of the parenthesis, and thus the difficulty re- 

mains in its full force ; and it would seem impossible to remove 

it except by transposing the words as is done by Newe. and Wakef. 
But for that there is no authority.’ But there is authority, indeed 

very excellent authority, in the Gospel according to St Peter 12 

(see Preuschen’s Antilegomena p. 18), which runs thus: ris δὲ 

ἀποκυλίσει ἡμῖν καὶ τὸν λίθον τὸν τεθέντα ἐπὶ τῆς θύρας τοῦ μνημείου, 

ἵνα εἰσελθοῦσαι παρακαθεσθῶμεν αὐτῷ καὶ ποιήσωμεν τὰ ὀφειλόμενα ; 

Μέγας γὰρ ἢν ὃ λίθος, where μέγας γὰρ ἦν ὁ λίθος comes immediately 

after the women’s questioning. But no authority is needed; the 

necessity for the transposition is imperative, 
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1-23. ἰδοὺ ἡ παρθένος ἐν γαστρὶ ἕξει kal τέξεται υἱὸν, καὶ καλέσουσιν 

τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ἐμμανουήλ. The only essential part of this prophecy 

from Isa.7-14 is the one which predicts the birth from a virgin ; 

the words καὶ καλέσουσιν τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ EupavovyA, upon the mean- 

ing of which interpreters, both ancient and modern, have expended 

so much thought, were added because they formed part of the sen- 

tence as popularly quoted, though they were not applicable to the 

idea which that sentence was intended to illustrate. I have ex- 

plained this practice in my note on Acts 15-16 and Rom. 4-7. At 

the latter verse I have further referred to Eph.4-8.Rom.8-36.9-9. 

9-17.1 Cor.3-15, where αὐτὸς δὲ σωθήσεται is redundant. See also my 

note on 12-18. An unmistakable instance is that in 27-10, where 
see note. 

In ΧΙ Patr.Zab.9 ὃν ἂν ἐκλέξηται κύριος Ἱερουσαλὴμ ὄνομα αὐτῷ, 

possibly Ἱερουσαλὴμ instead of ᾿Εμμανονὴλ is due to a lapse of 
memory. 

ὅ ἐστιν, Which means. Cf. Jn 18-38 τί ἐστιν ἀλήθεια ; what is the 

meaning of truth? what dost thou mean by truth ? See my note on 

that passage, where numerous examples of this sense of ἐστὶν are 
adduced. 

ὅ ἐστιν μεθερμηνευόμενον μεθ᾿ ἡμῶν ὁ θεός. Probably a student's mar- 
ginal note. 

2-6. οὐδαμῶς ἐλαχίστη εἶ ἐν τοῖς ἡγεμόσιν Ἰούδα. This is from Mich. 

5-2, which however, as Micha’s text now stands, states the con- 

trary, 1.0. ὀλιγοστὸς εἶ τοῦ εἶναι ἐν χιλιάσιν ᾿Ιούδα. Accordingly Blass 

bracketed οὐδαμῶς, though it is indispensable to the context. The 

error is in Micha, where the reading originally was ὀλιγοστὸς εἰ 

εἶ = ὀλιγοστὸς οὐκ (for this signification of εἰ = οὐ see my note on 

Mk 8-12) εἶ, The disappearance of one εἰ in front of another was 

almost inevitable. In our passage also at one time there must have 

existed the original εἰ εἶ of Micha, and not οὐδαμῶς εἶ. For old Latin 
versions give both numquid and non, of which the latter reproduces 

a short negative and the former points to an interrogative particle ; 

I 
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both these conditions are fulfilled by εἰ. Bowyer conjectured οὐκ 

ὀλιγοστός. 

Another error in Micha is χιλιάσιν, which ἡγεμόσιν of our passage 

shows to have originally been χιλιάρχοις, ἃ word occurring in the 

Apocalypse and frequently in the Septuagint. 
2-13. ἐγερθείς, For the addition of ἀναστὰς or ἐγερθεὶς when an im- 

mediate or sudden action is indicated see my note on Lk 1-39. I 

demonstrated there that this, being a familiar idiom in MGk, can- 

not come from the Hebrew as has been supposed. Similarly Hom. 

o47 ἀναστὰς αὐτὸς ἑλέσθω. 

ἴσθι ἐκεῖ. Le. μένε, διάτριβε ἐκεῖ. So 2-15 ἦν ἐκεῖ ἕως τῆς τελευτῆς 

Ἡρώδου. 17-4 καλόν ἐστιν ἡμᾶς ὧδε εἶναι. 17-17 ἕως πότε ἔσομαι μεθ᾿ ὑμῶν; 

1 ΤΊ). 4-1δ ταῦτα μελέτα, ἐν τούτοις ἴσθι = ἔμμενε, ete. 

2-18. φωνὴ ἐν ‘Popa ἠκούσθη, κλαυθμὸς καὶ ὀδυρμός, The version a 

voice after the Vulgate is not accurate ; it should be a cry or scream, 

as shown by κλαυθμὸς and ὀδυρμός. Cf. Gen.45-2 ἀφῆκε φωνὴν μετὰ 

κλαυθμοῦ. So the German version Geschrei. In MGk it would be 

ξεφωνητὸ (ἐκφωνητὸν), interpreted in BAdyos by cris prolongés. 

ὅτι οὐκ εἰσίν. For they are not living ; see my note on Acts 9-39. 

3-4, αὐτὸς δὲ 6 Ἰωάννης. The Revisers, in their fatal tendency to 

follow Attic usage, have rendered now John himself. But the AV, 

thoughin reality it reproduces the Vulgate ipse, renders well and the 

same John, i.e. the aforesaid. For this sense of αὐτὸς see Moulton 

and Milligan. Jannaris § 1420 ‘Since Greco-Roman times 6 αὐτὸς 
is used like the Latin idem, the one referred to, the said (ep. WSchmid 

iii, 66). Euagr.2561a ὀφείλοντες τὸν αὐτὸν προτρέψασθαι Διόσκορον, et 

passim.’ D and several other Mss omit the article (omitted also in 

Mk 1-6) and give αὐτὸς δὲ Ἰωάννης, which, conjointly with the ex- 

amples recorded by Jannaris, makes it probable that the original 

reading was ὁ αὐτὸς δὲ "Iwawys, and the aforesaid John. 

3-7. πολλοὺς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων ἐρχομένους ἐπὶ τὸ βά- 

πτισμα. That any Sadducees at all, men of inordinate arrogance and 

who as a privileged class upheld a strict status quo and combated 

all enthusiasts and innovators, went to John for baptism is in- 

credible ; such a step would have been regarded by them as funda- 

mentally incompatible with their interests and dignity. The words 
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καὶ Σαδδουκαίων, 1 think, were palmed off by an interpolator prone 
to exaggeration and totally ignorant of the social conditions pre- 
vailing in Palestine at that period. We possess an indication of 
this in the Gospel according to the Ebionites, which only states 
ἐξῆλθον πρὸς αὐτὸν Φαρισαῖοι (see Preuschen’s Antilegomena p. 9). 
Luke seemingly thought it unlikely that either Sadducees or 

Pharisees degraded themselves by approaching John, for in the 

parallel passage 3-7 he ignores both these classes. 

3-11, ἐγὼ μὲν βαπτίζω ὑμᾶς ἐν ὕδατι εἰς μετάνοιαν, The words εἰς 

μετάνοιαν can of course only mean for the purpose of repentance ; in 

other words, so that repentance may follow baptism. But when a 

man came for baptism, he wished thereby to be purified of sin, 

and must have already confessed his sins and repented ; therefore 

confession and repentance preceded but did not follow baptism. 

Cf. 3-6 ἐβαπτίζοντο ἐξομολογούμενοι (= after confessing) ras ἁμαρτίας 

αὐτῶν. It was the remission of sins that followed baptism; cf. 

Mk 1-4 βάπτισμα μετανοίας cis ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν. The correct order in 

full is in Acts 2-38 μετανοήσατε καὶ βαπτισθήτω ἕκαστος ὑμῶν eis 

ἄφεσιν τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν ὑμῶν. Manifestly then εἰς μετάνοιαν, which did 

not figure in Tatian’s texts, is an amplification, perpetrated by 

one who was imperfectly acquainted with the Hebrew and Chris- 

tian theory of baptism. We find identical interpolations in Lk 3- 

16 ἐγὼ μὲν ὕδατι βαπτίζω ὑμᾶς and in Jn 1-26 ἐγὼ μὲν βαπτίζω ἐν 

ὕδατι, Where εἰς μετάνοιαν is added in versions. 

οὗ οὔκ εἰμι ἱκανὸς τὰ ὑποδήματα βαστάσαι. 1.9. to remove his shoes, 

as Pernot translates, βαστάζειν being a synonym of αἴρειν, to remove. 

As such a synonym it recurs in 8-17 τὰς νόσους ἐβάστασεν and Rom. 

15-1 τὰ ἀσθενήματα τῶν ἀδυνάτων βαστάζειν. The Oriental practice of 

removing one’s shoes before entering a temple or house is well 

known. This was often done for the master by a menial, who had 

to stoop and after unlacing the shoes remove them; and so the 

parallel passage in Mark 1-7 runs οὗ οὔκ εἰμι ἱκανὸς κύψας λῦσαι τὸν 

ἱμάντα τῶν ὑποδημάτων αὐτοῦ. Cf. also Lucian.Herod.5 ὁ δέ τις μάλα 

δουλικῶς ἀφαιρεῖ τὸ σανδάλιον ἐκ τοῦ ποδὸς (quoted by Wetstein). 

Aesch.Ag.935 ὑπαί τις ἀρβύλας λύοι τάχος (quoted by Blomfield). 

The English to bear is a mistranslation. 
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αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί, He it is who will 

purify you not merely by an immersion into water but by inspir- 

ing you with a holy spirit, and the purification will then be as com- 

plete as when gold is purified by fire. 
3-15. ἄφες ἄρτι. Exactly as in MGk ἄφισε τώρα, leave off, stop 

that (give over), now, which is commonly addressed as a friendly 

remonstrance to an importunate and officious friend. And so the 

following ἀφίησιν αὐτὸν = he leaves him (alone), he presses him no 

further. Previous expounders have missed the real meaning of this 

passage. See also note on ἐᾶτε, ἕως τούτου (= leave off, go no further) 

of Lk 22-51. 

* πρέπον ἐστὶν ἡμῖν πληρῶσαι πᾶσαν δικαιοσύνην. The primitive no- 

tion must have been πληρῶσαι πάντα, 1.6. fulfil all the prophecies. 

To this points the Gospel according to the Ebionites, which runs 

ἄφες, ὅτι οὕτω ἐστὶν πρέπον, πληρωθῆναι πάντα (Preuschen’s Antilego- 

mena p. 10). 

4-1, τότε 6 Ἰησοῦς ἀνήχθη εἰς τὴν ἔρημον ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος. This is 

another instance (see my note on 3-15) of the primitive conception 

having changed character in course of time. The interpretation of 

ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος by of the Spirit probably renders correctly the 

sense as it was intended by the Evangelist. But in the original 

legend this πνεῦμα was an actual πνοὴ, ὦ blast, as is clear from the 

Gospel according to the Hebrews, where it is said (Preuschen’s 

Antilegomena p. 4) that ἄρτι ἔλαβέ με ἣ μήτηρ pov, τὸ ἅγιον πνεῦμα, 

ἐν μιᾷ τῶν τριχῶν μου, καὶ ἀπήνεγκέ με εἰς τὸ ὄρος τὸ μέγα Θαβώρ. In ἃ 

similar way, as told in the Talmud, the Messiah was carried away 

from his mother by a tempest (Schiirer 2-2 p. 164); and in the 

commentaries of Isho‘dad of Merv (Gibson translation p. 28) Jesus 

is said to have been suddenly transported like Philip, who was 
caught away by the spirit of the Lord (Acts 8-39). This idea was 
probably suggested by what we find in Ezek.11-24 ἀνέλαβέ pe 
πνεῦμα καὶ ἤγαγέ pe εἰς γῆν Χαλδαίων. 37-1 ἐξήγαγέ με ἐν πνεύματι κύ- 
ριος καὶ ἔθηκέ με ἐν μέσῳ τοῦ πεδίου. 43-5 ἀνέλαβέ με πνεῦμα καὶ εἰσή- 
γαγέ με εἰς τὴν αὐλὴν τὴν ἐσωτέραν ; passages which possibly in- 
spired also 4 Kings 2-16, where it is related that on Elijah’s dis- 
appearing it was asked of Elisha μή ποτε ἦρεν αὐτὸν πνεῦμα κυρίου Kat 
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ἔρριψεν αὐτὸν ἐφ᾽ ev τῶν ὀρέων. Accordingly, I should say that in the 

primitive form the reading was ὑπὸ πνεύματος and not ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύ- 

ματος. 

The primitive idea ofa blast is further obscured in Mark 1-12, who 

distorts Matthew’s ἀνήχθη ὑπὸ τοῦ πνεύματος into τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτὸν ἐκ- 

βάλλει ; and it is finally obliterated in Luke’s 4-1 Ἰησοῦς δὲ πνεύ- 

ματος ἁγίου πλήρης ὑπέστρεψεν ἀπὸ τοῦ Ἰορδάνου καὶ ἤγετο ἐν τῷ πνεύ- 
ματι ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ. 

The conception of being wafted or carried away by a blast re- 

appears in several places. I have already referred to Acts 8-39. Cf. 

further Apoc.1-10 ἐγενόμην ἐν πνεύματι (εἰς ἸΤάτμον). 4-1 σάλπιγγος 

λαλούσης μετ᾿ ἐμοῦ λέγων ἀνάβα ὧδε... εὐθέως ἐγενόμην ἐν πνεύματι. 

17-8 ἀπήνεγκέν με εἰς ἔρημον ἐν πνεύματι. 21-10 ἀπήνεγκέν με ἐν πνεύ- 

ματι ἐπ᾽ ὄρος μέγα καὶ ὑψηλόν. Isai.57-13 πάντας ἄνεμος (= πνεῦμα) 

λήψεται καὶ ἀποίσει καταιγίς. Enoch (Charles’s translation) p. 74 a 

whirlwind carried me off from the earth and set me down at the end of 

the heavens. Ὁ. 101 I had been carried off in a whirlwind. Similarly 

Hom.Z345 ὥς μ᾽ ded’ οἴχεσθαι προφέρουσα κακὴ ἀνέμοιο θύελλα εἰς ὄρος. 

v63 ἔπειτά μ᾽ ἀναρπάξασα θύελλα οἴχοιτο προφέρουσα κατ᾽ ἠερόεντα κέλευθα. 

4-5, παραλαμβάνει αὐτὸν ὁ διάβολος εἰς τὴν ἁγίαν πόλιν καὶ ἔστησεν αὐὖ- 

τόν. Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus (English translation p. 46), calls 

the repetition of αὐτὸν a Semitism. It is perfectly Greek. My trans- 

lation, made long before I saw Harnack’s remark, in 1902, is: TOTES 

τὸν πηγαίνει ὃ διάβολος στὴν ἅγια χώρα καὶ τὸν ἔστησε. The repetition 

of the article in such a phrase is almost indispensable. Luke, whose 

style, when he does not affect the Septuagint, cannot be reproached 

with not being quite Greek, says 2-7 ἐσπαργάνωσαν αὐτὸν καὶ ἀνέκλιναν 

αὐτόν. 4-29 ἐξέβαλον αὐτὸν καὶ ἤγαγον αὐτόν. 11-22.12-37.19-43, ete. 

Hesseling, Jean Moschos p. 52 ‘ Les tendances analytiques de la 

koiné amenaient la répétition du pron. pers. αὐτός. Cet emploi, in- 

connu au grec classique mais trés régulier en grec moderne, n’est 

pas un hébraisme.’ 

4-15, Γαλιλαία τῶν ἐθνῶν. That is, ἐθνικὴ, ἄπιστος, idolatrous. A peri- 

phrasis similar to Lk 16-8 (where see my note) οἰκονόμον τῆς ἀδικίας 

= ἄδικον, idolatrous. So also 3 Kings 18-25 προφήταις τῆς αἰσχύνης. 

Evident Septuagintisms. 
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4-23, περιῆγεν ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ... καὶ ἀπῆλθεν ἡ ἀκοὴ αὐτοῦ εἰς 

ὅλην τὴν Συρίαν. According to Tischendorf a variant συνορίαν, con- 

tiguity, exists in Codex Τ' (not recorded in vSoden’s massive appa- 

ratus nor in Baljon’s). This more modest claim is likely to have 

been better justified, and is in agreement with the parallel pas- 

sages Mk 1-28 ἐξῆλθεν ἡ ἀκοὴ αὐτοῦ... εἰς ὅλην τὴν περίχωρον THs Ta- 

λιλαίας, and Lk 4-14 ὑπέστρεψεν ὃ Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὴν Γαλιλαίαν, καὶ φήμη 

ἐξῆλθεν καθὅλης τῆς περιχώρου περὶ αὐτοῦ. Of. also Lk 4-37 ἐξεπορεύετο 

ἦχος περὶ αὐτοῦ εἰς πάντα τόπον τῆς περιχώρου. 7-17 ἐξῆλθεν ὃ λόγος 

οὗτος ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ ᾿Ιουδαίᾳ περὶ αὐτοῦ καὶ πάσῃ τῇ περιχώρῳ. Mt 14-35 

ἀπέστειλαν εἰς ὅλην τὴν περίχωρον, καὶ προσήνεγκαν αὐτῷ πάντας τοὺς κακῶς 

ἔχοντας. The word συνορίαν is recorded in Liddell and Scott. Being 

very rare, it could easily have been misread or misheard as Συρίαν. 

5-3, μακάριοι of πτωχοὶ τῷ πνεύματι. Modern critics as a rule ex- 

plain this famous sentence as οἱ ταπεινοὶ καὶ συντετριμμένοι τὴν διά- 

νοιαν after Chrysostom, who based his acceptation upon Ps.33-19 

ἐγγὺς κύριος τοῖς συντετριμμένοις THY καρδίαν, Kal τοὺς ταπεινοὺς TO πνεύ- 

ματι σώσει. It is a totally arbitrary acceptation ; besides, ταπεινοὶ 

and συντετριμμένοι τὴν διάνοιαν are respectively covered by the fol- 

lowing πρᾳεῖς and πενθοῦντες. To me it seems that οἱ πτωχοὶ τῷ 

πνεύματι can only mean οἱ μὴ ἀρκούντως πνευματικοὶ, the inadequately 

spiritual, and to exalt such men at all is the reverse of the inten- 

tions of the NT. Luke 6-20, who borrows from this passage, only 

beatifies the poor, pure and simple without any qualification, and 

so does XII Patr.Jud.25-4; and if the Kyriaka Logia, as Epi- 

phanios states, assumed their form in an Ebionitic centre, then the 

exaltation of such πτωχοὶ was a matter of course. So τῷ πνεύματι is 

most probably an intrusion, interpolated with the object of ob- 

viating any possibility of the Ebionites, who were stigmatized by 

the Church Catholic as heretics, appealing to this logion as a proof 

that the Lord specially cherished them ; for they called themselves 

πτωχοί. Asa matter of fact, Symmachos, and probably others after 

him, did make such an appeal ; see Euseb. HE.6-17. In my note on 

Rom.15-23 and 241 have produced another instance of the Church 

Catholic striving to eliminate a favourable reference to πτωχοὶ in 
Holy Writ. 
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The sequence ὅτι αὐτῶν ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν is a mere re- 
iteration of v. 10. It has supplanted ὅτι πλουτισθήσονται, which the 
addition of τῷ πνεύματι rendered unsuitable. There can be no doubt 
of this, because XII Patr.Jud.25-4 states of πτωχοὶ διὰ κύριον πλου- 
τισθήσονται. 

5-6, μακάριοι ot πεινῶντες καὶ διψῶντες τὴν δικαιοσύνην. Here again 
T am inclined to think that τὴν δικαιοσύνην is supposititious. It is 

more consonant with the sentiments of the Gospels that there 

should be a blessing and a prompting to care for all men, without 
any distinction, who are in dire distress. 

5-10, αὐτῶν ἐστιν ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν. In all the other μακαρι- 

σμοὶ the benefit is expressed in the future tense. Therefore the 

reading of D, ie. ἐστε (= ἔσται), ἃ evit, must be the true one. In 

v. 3 éorw may be correct, the reiteration having taken place after 

the change in v. 10. 

5-11. ὅταν ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑμᾶς. See note on Mk 8-38, 

5-13. ὑμεῖς ἐστε τὸ ἅλας τῆς γῆς, ἐὰν δὲ τὸ ἅλας μωρανθῇ, ἐν τίνι ἁλι- 

σθήσεται ; Εἰς οὐδὲν ἰσχύει ἔτι. The meaning of this perplexing pas- 

sage I take it is as follows: Ye are the salt of the earth, the wise 

men and improvers of mankind by your example and instruction, 

and if that salt is contaminated, if ye wise men lose your wisdom 

and turn sinners, how can this earth be salted, how can mankind 

be improved and saved? Such salt is only good to throw away, ye 

would deserve to be consigned to perdition. From this it will ap- 

pear why μωρανθῇ has been chosen ; it stands for μωρανθῆτε with 

ὑμεῖς as its subject. To salt in its specific sense μωρανθῇ is of course 

inapplicable. 

The verse in an altered form was borrowed from Mk 9-49 after 

ἁγνισθήσεται was corrupted into ἁλισθήσεται. 

5-14. ὑμεῖς ἐστε τὸ φῶς τοῦ κόσμου. Οὐ δύναται πόλις κρυβῆναι ἐπάνω 

ὄρους κειμένη, οὐδὲ καίουσιν λύχνον καὶ τιθέασιν αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τὸν μόδιον, 

ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ τὴν λυχνίαν καὶ λάμπει πᾶσιν τοῖς ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ. The proverb con- 

cerning the city set on a hill is in disharmony with the context. 

The burden of the context is that the disciples must not conceal 

their lives from the world because their good works resemble a 

lamp, which does not serve its purpose if it is hid ; whereas the 
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force of the proverb is that those whose lives are conspicuous must 

be good because their actions cannot be kept out of sight. In the 

one case there must be no concealment because the life is good, in 

the other the life must be good because there can be no conceal- 

ment. It is in this latter sense that the proverb is quoted by 

Clement of Rome Hom.3-67 χρὴ οὖν τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ὡς πόλιν ἐν ὕψει 

οἰκοδομουμένην φιλόθεον ἔχειν τάξιν καὶ διοίκησιν καλήν. The proverb 

was not in our text when Mk 4-21 and Lk 8-16 were redacted. 

As a logion without context it reappears in Oxyr.Pap.1898 p.3 

πόλις οἰκοδομημένη ἐπ᾿ ἄκρον ὄρους ὑψηλοῦ καὶ ἐστηριγμένη οὔτε πεσεῖν 

δύναται οὔτε κρυβῆναι. 

5-14, ὁμεῖς ἐστε τὸ φῶς τοῦ κόσμου. Cf. XII Patr.Lev.14-3 ὡς γάρ 

ἐστιν ὃ ἥλιος καθαρὸς ἐνώπιον Kupiov(= καθαρώτατος, see my note on 

Lk 1-6) ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, οὕτω καὶ ὑμεῖς (= the Patriarchs) ἐστε οἱ φωστῆρες 

τοῦ Ἰσραὴλ παρὰ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη. Arist.Plut.640 μέγα βροτοῖσι φέγγος 
Ἀσκληπιόν. 

5-15. οὐδὲ καίουσιν λύχνον. It is due to the antecedent clause having 

been incorporated that the original οὐ or οὐδὲν became οὐδέ. Such 

a change has occurred in other places ; see my note on Lk 23-40. 

For οὐδὲν = οὐ see Jannaris δὲ 1798 and 1799; also my notes on 

Lk 23-40. Jn 20-9. Apoc.3-17, The evolution of οὐ into οὐδὲν and μὴ 

into μηδὲν I have traced to classical times ; ef. Thuc.4-68 ἐδήλουν 

οὐδὲν ὅτι ἴσασι. 4-78 ἐχώρει οὐδὲν ἐπισχών. Ken.Mem.2-1-30 διὰ τὸ 

μηδὲν ἔχειν 6 τι ποιῇς. Hur.Med.155 μηδὲν τόδε λίσσου. Plat.Soph. 

2546 λόγου ἐνδεεῖς μηδὲν γιγνώμεθα. Leg.672¢ πᾶν ζῷον, ὅσον αὐτῷ 

προσήκει νοῦν ἔχειν τελεωθέντι, τοιοῦτον οὐδὲν (= οὐ, οὐδόλως) ἔχον ποτὲ 

φύεται (a passage misunderstood). Arist. Ran.434 μηδὲν μακρὰν ἀπέλ- 

Ons. Vesp.1478 ὀρχούμενος τῆς νυκτὸς οὐδὲν παύεται, Where the Scho- 
liast ‘ οὐδὲν παύσεται ἀντὶ τοῦ οὐ παύσεται, ὡς παρ᾽ Ὁμήρῳ [A412] ὡς 

ἄριστον Ἀχαιῶν οὐδὲν ἔτισεν ἀντὶ τοῦ οὐκ ἔτισεν. So the phenomenon 
in question goes back to Homer. 

5-17. μὴ νομίσητε ὅτι ἦλθον καταλῦσαι τὸν Νόμον ἢ τοὺς Προφήτας (= 
the Books of the Law and of the Prophets), οὐκ ἦλθον καταλῦσαι 
ἀλλὰ πληρῶσαι. In the course of time it was sought to attach the 
Law and the Prophetic Writings to the new religion, for it was 
from quotations out of those books that Apologists endeavoured to 
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demonstrate that Jesus was the Messiah expected. To the same 
effect and from the same motive we find Rom.3-31 Νόμον οὖν καταρ- 
γοῦμεν διὰ τῆς πίστεως ; Μὴ γένοιτο ANAK Νόμον ἱστῶμεν. See my 
note on that passage. Such passages of a controversial tenor cannot 
be earlier than the middle of the second century, when the Apo- 
logists first emerged. 

5-21. ἠκούσατε. Ye have been instructed. See my note on Jn 5-30. 
To the instances there cited add Xen.Mem.4-7-5 οὐδὲ τούτων γε 
ἀνήκοος ἦν = was untaught. 

τοῖς ἀρχαίοις. Those called τῶν πάλαι τινὲς by Philo,Mut.Nom.8. 

5-25, ἴσθι εὐνοῶν τῷ ἀντιδίκῳ σου ταχὺ ἕως ὅτου εἶ μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ 

ὁδῷ, μήποτέ σε παραδῷ ὁ ἀντίδικος τῷ κριτῇ καὶ ὁ κριτὴς τῷ ὑπηρέτῃ, καὶ 

εἰς φυλακὴν βληθήσῃ. As the text now stands, it must mean that the 

debtor who is threatened with imprisonment is to show goodwill 

towards his creditor; but the reverse is only rational, namely, 

that the debtor should do his best to obtain his creditor’s favour. 

This would accord with the sentiment expressed in the preceding 

verses, where it is enjoined that, if a man has offended his brother, 

he should straightway proceed to effect a reconciliation. To practi- 

cally the same effect R.Eleazar (Taylor’s Pirqgé Aboth p. 124) ex- 

pounded that ‘ transgressions between a man and his fellow the 

day of expiation expiates not until he reconcile his fellow.’ I be- 

lieve therefore that originally the text ran ἴσχε εὔνουν τὸν ἀντίδικόν 

σου. For this sense of ἴσχε = obtain cf. Arist.Eq.689 ξυμμάχους ἡμᾶς 

ἔχων εὔνους. Eur. 11,850 δύσνουν με λήψεσθε, etc. 

δ-28, πᾶς ὁ βλέπων γυναῖκα πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν ἤδη ἐμοίχευσεν 

αὐτὴν ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ. The phrase 6 βλέπων γυναῖκα is the exact 

equivalent of the MGk ὅποιος κοιτάζει γυναῖκα, in which γυναῖκα is 

used collectively instead of τὰς γυναῖκας, and κοιτάζει does not sig- 

nify merely looks at but pays attention, is not indifferent, to women. 

So βλέπειν in this case means ἐφιστάναι τὸ ὄμμα, ef. Prov.9-18 μηδὲ 

ἐπιστήσῃς τὸ σὸν ὄμμα πρὸς αὐτήν. Similarly XII Patr.Ben.8-2 ὃ 

ἔχων διάνοιαν καθαρὰν οὐχ ὁρᾷ γυναῖκα εἰς πορνείαν. Reub.2-4 πνεῦμα 

ὁράσεως μεθ᾽ οὗ γίνεται ἐπιθυμία. The precept againstlookingat women, 

derived probably from some sentence in the Law, must have been 

quite common, and some strict Pharisees interpreted its βλέπειν in 

K 
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its literary sense of to see, so that, in order to avoid seeing women, 

they went about with their eyes either veiled or in a way shut ; 

see Renan, Jésus, pp. 230 and 341. 

As regards πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι, it seems to me that it can only 

mean with intent to desire her; if so, it is not appropriate, for desire 

grows out of sight and does not precede it. Possibly the primitive 

reading was πρὸ τοῦ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτήν. The passage would thus mean 

whoever looks (lasciviously) at women he, before desiring them, has 

already sinned. By a somewhat similar hyperbole it is said in Wisd. 

6-14 of wisdom that φθάνει τοὺς ἐπιθυμοῦντας προγνωσθῆναι = προ- 

γινώσκεται πρὸ τοῦ τινα ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτῆς. Cf. also Mt 6-8 οἶδεν yap ὃ 

πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὧν χρείαν ἔχετε πρὸ τοῦ ἀνοῖξαι τὸ στόμα (so Codex D). 

Tsai.65-24 πρὶν ἢ κεκράξαι αὐτοὺς ἐγὼ ὑπακούσομαι αὐτῶν. A mistake 

of the same kind exists in XII Patr. Dan.4 πρῶτον γὰρ τρέπει τὴν 

ἀκοὴν, καὶ οὕτως ὀξύνει (= παροξύνει, exasperates) τὸν νοῦν πρὸς τὸ νοῆσαι 

τὸ ῥηθὲν, where clearly the right reading is πρὸ τοῦ νοῆσαι τὸ ῥηθέν. 

5-29. συμφέρει γάρ σοι ἵνα ἀπόληται ἕν τῶν μελῶν σου. This is sheer 

tautology, for in the following verse the Lord proceeds to say that it 

is profitable for a man that one of his members should rather perish. 

In the original form of the logion, which exists in Mark 9-47, itis 

said that a man should prefer to enter the kingdom μονόφθαλμος. 

Accordingly, instead of τῶν μελῶν we must read τῶν ὀμμάτων, of the 

eyes, the more so as the eye is nowhere else called μέλος. 

5-33. ἀποδώσεις δὲ TG κυρίῳ τοὺς ὅρκους σου. When thou swearest 

by the name of Jehovah, thou contractest a debt, this debt being 

thy oaths, i.e. the thing that thou swearest to do, and this debt 

thou art bound to pay back (ἀποδώσεις) by fulfilling thy contract. 

5-34, μὴ ὀμόσαι ὅλως. Cf. Epict.Mand.33 ὅρκον παραίτησαι. 

5-36, οὐ δύνασαι μίαν τρίχα λευκὴν ποιῆσαι ἢ μέλαιναν. Bowyer Aev- 

κὴν ποιῆσαι μέλαιναν, thou canst not change one white hair into black, 
which is a distinct improvement. 

5-40. τῷ θέλοντί σοι κριθῆναι καὶ τὸν χιτῶνά σου λαβεῖν, ἄφες αὐτῷ καὶ 

τὸ ἱμάτιον. Probably casually copied from Lk 6-29 ἀπὸ τοῦ αἴροντός 
σου τὸ ἱμάτιον Kal τὸν χιτῶνα μὴ κωλύσῃς. 

5-45, τοῦ πατρὸς ὑμῶν τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς, ὅτι τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει. 

Here ὅτι = ὃς, as Eusebios and other fathers, as well as versions, 
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interpret. So 6-5 οἱ ὑποκριταὶ ὅτι (= ot) φιλοῦσιν. 6-26 τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ 
οὐρανοῦ ὅτι οὐ σπείρουσιν. By numerous examples in my note on Rom. 
8-29 have I illustrated this usage of ὅτι as equivalent to a relative 
pronoun. 

5-48, ἔσεσθε οὖν ὑμεῖς τέλειοι ὡς ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὃ οὐράνιος τέλειός ἐστιν. 
It is extraordinary that we should be expected to be as perfect as 
our heavenly father. But we may be reasonably enjoined to be com- 

passionate after the example set us by God, and that is how Luke 

puts it in the parallel passage 6-36 γίνεσθε oixrippoves, καθὼς 6 πατὴρ 

ὑμῶν οἰκτίρμων ἐστίν. In fact, this is the only fitting conclusion (οὖν) 

from the foregoing commandments to be kind and forbearing. 

Hence I think that the primitive reading was ἵλεοι and ἵλεως. 

Some expositors have assumed our passage as it stands to be after 

Deut.18-13 τέλειος ἔσει ἐναντίον κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ cov; but to be 

humanly perfect in the eyes of God is quite ἃ different thing from 

being equally perfect with God. 

6-1. προσέχετε δὲ τὴν δικαιοσύνην ὑμῶν μὴ ποιεῖν ἔμπροσθεν τῶν ἀν- 

θρώπων πρὸς τὸ θεαθῆναι αὐτοῖς. An injunction probably drawn from 

Epictetos, who in Enchir.47 says κἂν ἀσκῆσαί ποτε πρὸς πόνον θέλῃς, 

σεαυτῷ καὶ μὴ τοῖς ἔξω. Likewise, Lk 14-28 τίς γὰρ ἐξ ὑμῶν, θέλων πύρ- 

γον οἰκοδομῆσαι, οὐχὶ πρῶτον καθίσας ψηφίζει τὴν δαπάνην, εἰ ἔχει εἰς 

ἀπαρτισμὸν κτὰ was probably suggested by the Enchiridion 29 πρῶτον 

ἐπίσκεψαι droidy ἐστι τὸ πρᾶγμα, εἶτα καὶ τὴν σεαυτοῦ φύσιν κατάμαθε εἰ 

δύνασαι βαστάσαι. And other like instances might be cited of bibli- 

cal social recommendations having been derived from the Greek 

philosophers. See note on 7-3. 

6-2. ἀπέχουσιν τὸν μισθὸν αὐτῶν. They have been paid (see Moulton 

and Milligan’s Vocabulary 5. ν. ἀπέχω) their wage. The English ver- 

sion of μισθὸν by reward is a paraphrase, not a strict translation. 

6-5, ὅταν προσεύχησθε, οὐκ ἔσεσθε ὡς ot ὑποκριταὶ, ὅτι (= οἱ, see my 

note on 5-45) φιλοῦσιν ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ἐν ταῖς γωνίαις τῶν πλα- 

τειῶν ἑστῶτες προσεύχεσθαι ὅπως φανῶσιν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις. There would 

be no ostentation in praying in a synagogue where people congre- 

gate for devotional purposes ; but it would be a different thing to 

stand and pray in the road. I thought therefore at first that instead 

of συναγωγαῖς we should read ἀγυιαῖς, a word which in Mk 6-56 was 
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corrupted ; see my note. We should thus have streets and roads 

joined together as in Lk 14-21 εἰς τὰς πλατείας καὶ ῥύμας and Isa. 15- 

8 ἐν ταῖς πλατείαις αὐτῆς καὶ ἐν ταῖς ῥύμαις αὐτῆς. But palaeographically 

συνοχαῖς is closer and suits the context admirably, i.e. at the meeting- 

points and in nooks of the streets, or in other words everywhere in 

the thoroughfares. The amanuensis must have been led into error 

by carrying in his mind ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ἐν ταῖς ῥύμαις, Which 

he had just copied in verse 2. 
6-6. πρόσευξαι τῷ πατρί σου τῷ ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ, D and a few more 

documents correctly (see note on v. 18) πρόσευξαι τῷ πατρί σου ἐν τῷ 

κρυπτῷ, Le. πρόσευξαι ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ τῷ πατρί σου, pray to thy father 

privately, alection favoured by Griesbach, but, in accordance with 

the practice of counting Mss, not adopted by him or such other 
editors as I have consulted, Blass excepted. That ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ re- 

presents the genuine lection is indisputably proved by the Syr. 

Sinaiticus version. One cannot too often stress Bentley’s dictum 

nobis et ratio et res ipsa centum codicibus potiores sunt. 

6-11. τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον. Scaliger had already derived 

ἐπιούσιον from ἐπιέναι, and 1 hold it to be a by-form of ἐπιόντα, just as 

περιούσιον ἑκούσιον are alternative forms of περιόντα ἑκόντα. It was 

probably chosen as its suffix carried the notion ofa gift ; cf. Suidas 

“τὸ ἡμερήσιον, τὸ Kad ἡμέραν διδόμενον. Oxyr.Pap. No.1275 (1914) 

ἡμερησίως δραχμῶν ἑκατὸν τεσσαράκοντα. It means which falls to our 

share, having the same force as ἐπιβάλλον and ἐπιβάλλοντος in Lk 

15-12 τὸ ἐπιβάλλον μέρος τῆς οὐσίας and 1Macc.10-30 τοῦ ἡμίσους τοῦ 

καρποῦ τοῦ ἐπιβάλλοντός μοι. In their intransitive sense ἐπιβάλλειν 

and ἐπιέναι are often synonymous. Thus, in respect of time they 

both mean to follow, to come on ; compare 2Macc.12-38 τῆς ἑβδομάδος 

τῆς ἐπιβαλλούσης with 1Chron.20-1 ἐν τῷ ἐπιόντι ἔτει. They also co- 

incide in the significations of to attack and to occur to one’s mind 

(ὅταν ἐπιβάλλῃ ἡ σκέψις), aS ANY One can see by a reference to Lid- 

dell and Scott. Thus explained, τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον is iden- 

tical with the Hebrew of the prayer in Prov.30-8, which in the 
margin of the RV stands as (feed me with) the bread of my portion 
and in the LXX as (σύνταξόν μοι δὲ τὰ δέοντα καὶ) τὰ αὐτάρκη. Isho'- 
dad’s the bread that we need practically comes to the same thing. 
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According to Delitzsch (see Taylor, Pirqé Aboth p. 180), in Lk 11- 
3 τὸν ἐπιούσιον appears in Hebrew likewise as of our portion. Itis 
possible that this sentence of the Lord’s Prayer was suggested by 
συνέλεξαν αὐτὸ ἕκαστος τὸ καθῆκον αὐτῷ of the story of manna in 
Exod.16-21, 

6-12. ἄφες ἡμῖν τὰ ὀφειλήματα ἡμῶν ὡς καὶ ἡμεῖς ἀφίεμεν τοῖς ὀφειλέ- 

tats ἡμῶν. From Sir.28-2 ἄφες ἀδίκημα τῷ πλησίον σου, καὶ τότε δεη- 

θέντος σον αἷ ἁμαρτίαι σου λυθήσονται. 

ὡς καὶ ἡμεῖς ἀφίεμεν. The supplicant is presumed to have been 

forgiving all along those who had injured him. 

6-13. ῥῦσαι ἡμᾶς ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ. 1.6. ἀπὸ τοῦ πονηροῦ ἀνθρώπου, ἀπὸ 

παντὸς πονηροῦ ἀνθρώπου, in accordance with Ps.16-13 ῥῦσαι τὴν ψυ- 

χήν μου ἀπὸ ἀσεβοῦς. 

6-16. μὴ γίνεσθε ὡς of ὑποκριταὶ σκυθρωποὶ, ἀφανίζουσι γὰρ τὰ πρόσωπα 

αὐτῶν. Suggested by this is XII Patr.Jos.3 οἱ νηστεύοντες διὰ τὸν θεὸν 

τοῦ προσώπου τὴν χάριν λαμβάνουσιν, those who fast for God’s sake 

(must) assume a cheerful countenance. 

ἀφανίζουσι. The version disfigure is not exact nor forcible enough ; 

it should be ruin, spoil completely. Such is the meaning in MGk ; 

Βλάχος v. ἀφανίζω ‘ ruiner, abimer.’? Sophocles quotes an instance 

from the sixth century ἥψησε τὸ ὀψάριον καὶ ἠφάνισεν αὐτὸ θέλων, he 

roasted the fish and ruined, spoiled, it purposely. 

6-18. ὅπως μὴ φανῇς Tots ἀνθρώποις νηστεύων ἀλλὰ τῷ πατρί σου τῷ ἐν 

τῷ κρυπτῷ, καὶ 6 πατήρ σου ὁ βλέπων ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ ἀποδώσει σοι. It is 

surely preposterous to say that the heavenly father will see you 

because he is in your hidden chamber ; but that is precisely what 

the text implies. The universal conception of deity is that its vision 

can penetrate everywhere, even into the depths of your heart. The 

construction of course is ἀλλὰ ὅπως ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ φανῇς τῷ πατρί σου 

νηστεύων. Not only is τῷ ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ absurd by itself, but besides, 
had it been right, 6 βλέπων ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ Would have been an inept 

addition. The error in this verse has also apparently dragged v. 6 

down into the mire, but fortunately there we possess the variant 

ἐν τῷ κρυπτῷ, preserved in D and a few more documents including 

the Syr. Sinaiticus. Cf. Arr.Epict.1-14 ὅταν κλείσητε τὰς θύρας καὶ 

σκότος ἔνδον ποιήσητε, μέμνησθε μηδέποτε λέγειν μόνοι ἐστέ. Οὐ yap ἐστε, 
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GAN ὃ θεὸς ἔνδον ἐστὶ, καὶ ὁ ὑμέτερος δαίμων ἐστὶ, καὶ τίς χρεία τούτοις 

φωτὸς εἰς τὸ βλέπειν ἃ ποιεῖτε ; 

6-19. σὴς καὶ βρῶσις. Cf, Prov.25 σὴς ἐν ἱματίῳ καὶ σκώληξ ξύλῳ. It 
is the action of worms in eating out wood that βρῶσις represents. 

See note on Mk 7-18. 

διορύσσουσιν. Houses πήλιναι (cf. Job 4-19 τοὺς κατοικοῦντας οἰκίας 

πηλίνας) are had in view which, being built of bricks merely dried 

in the sun, such as can be seen to the present day in Macedonia, 

India, and no doubt elsewhere, were easy to dig through, a method 

of burglary mentioned also in Arist.Plut.565 κλέπτειν κόσμιόν ἐστιν 

καὶ τοὺς τοίχους διορύσσειν. Cf. τοιχωρύχος, τοιχωρυχεῖν. 

6-23. εἰ οὖν τὸ φῶς τὸ ἐν σοὶ σκότος ἐστὶν (the variant ἔσται is pre- 

ferable), τὸ σκότος πόσον ; Expositors I think have missed the point 

of this sentence. It is I believe this: If thou, Jew, who art en- 

lightened from thy knowledge of Holy Writ, wilt become blinded, 

what will a Gentile become who is in darkness? But the idea is 

not very felicitously worded ; it is more lucidly put in XII Patr. 

Levi 14-3 ὑμεῖς ἐστε of φωστῆρες τοῦ Ἰσραὴλ παρὰ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη, καὶ ἐὰν 

ὑμεῖς σκοτισθῆτε ἐν ἀσεβείᾳ, τί λοιπὸν τὰ ἔθνη ποιήσουσιν ἐν τυφλώσει 

διάγοντες ; Similarly Rom. 2-19 πέποιθάς (thou Jew) τε σεαυτὸν ὁδηγὸν 

εἶναι τυφλῶν, φῶς τῶν ἐν σκότει. 

6-25. μὴ μεριμνᾶτε τῇ ψυχῇ ὑμῶν τί φάγητε. For ψυχὴ = κοιλία see 
my note on Lk 12-22. 

φάγητε. The subjunctive as explained in my note on Mk11-24. 

6-26. τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, ὅτι οὐ σπείρουσιν. Here also ὅτι = ἅ : 
see note on 5-45. 

7-1. μὴ κρίνετε ἵνα μὴ κριθῆτε. Of. Sir.28-1 ὃ ἐκδικῶν παρὰ κυρίου 

εὑρήσει (i.e. εὑρήσεται παρὰ κυρίου) ἐκδίκησιν. Jam.2-13 ἡ γὰρ κρίσις 

ἀνίλεως τῷ μὴ ποιήσαντι ἔλεος. 

7-3. τί δὲ βλέπεις τὸ κάρφος τὸ ἐν τῷ ὀφθαλμῷ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου, τὴν δὲ 

ἐν τῷ σῷ ὀφθαλμῷ δοκὸν οὐ κατανοεῖς ; Cf. Menand.Frag.631 οὐδεὶς 

ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ τὰ κακὰ συνορᾷ σαφῶς, ἑτέρου δ᾽ ἀσχημονοῦντος ὄψεται. 710 

ὅταν τι μέλλῃς τῶν πέλας κακηγορεῖν, αὐτὸς τὰ σαυτοῦ πρῶτον ἐπισκέπτου 

κακά. Aesop.303 Προμηθεὺς πλάσας ποτὲ ἀνθρώπους δύο πήρας ἐξ αὐτῶν 

ἀπεκρέμασε, τὴν μὲν ἀλλοτρίων κακῶν, τὴν δὲ ἰδίων, καὶ τὴν μὲν τῶν ὀθνεί- 

wv ἔμπροσθεν ἔταξε, τὴν δὲ ἑτέραν ὄπισθεν ἀπήρτησε. See note on 6-1. 
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7-6. μὴ δῶτε τὸ ἅγιον τοῖς κυσὶν μηδὲ βάλητε τοὺς μαργαρίτας ὑμῶν ἔμ- 

προσθεν τῶν χοίρων, μή ποτε καταπατήσωσιν αὐτοὺς ἐν τοῖς ποσὶν αὐτῶν 

καὶ στραφέντες ῥήξωσιν ὑμᾶς, In spite of all efforts to make good sense 

of this passage, it still remains pointless as it stands. 

1. Taking the latter part of the first clause, we could understand 

an injunction not to cast pearls before swine as food if pearls were 

a kind of dainty prized by men, though not appreciated by swine. 

But, however foolish a man might be, how could he think that he 

treated swine well in giving them pearls to eat when he himself 

never ate them ? There has been current among the Jews a proverb 

applicable to cases of misplaced kindness or favour, whichran thus: 

Deck not a hog with a nose ornament. The proverb has been preserved 

in Prov.11-22 ὥσπερ ἐνώτιον ἐν ῥινὶ ὑὸς, οὕτως γυναικὶ κακόφρονι κάλλος, 

as is a jewel in a swine’s snout, so is beauty in a silly woman. From 

Ezek.16-12 ἔδωκα ἐνώτιον περὶ τὸν μυκτῆρά cov it is clear that among 

Jewish women the fashion obtained of wearing jewellery in the 

nose, a custom such as prevails at the present time in India, where 

nose ornaments are either rings or pearls. In allusion to this 

fashion the proverb declares that it is favour misplaced to adorn 

swine with nose-rings, which can only be valued by women. 

Analogous sayings are: Lucian.Advers.Indoct.4 ὄνος λύρας ἀκούεις. 

5 τί κυνὶ καὶ βαλανείῳ ; Heracl.Ephes.51 ὄνοι σύρματ᾽ (sweepings) ἂν 

ἕλοιντο μᾶλλον ἢ χρυσόν. Arist. Vesp.604 πρωκτὸς λουτροῦ περιγιγνό- 

μενος, Where Blaydes compares Crat.2-234 ts διὰ ῥόδων. A MGK pro- 

verb χάνεις κόπο καὶ σαποῦνι σαπουνίζοντας γουροῦνι, you lose labour 

and soap should you shampoo a pig. A Japanese proverb gold coins to 

a cat. Cic.Att.1-19-2 (see Liddell and Scott) τὸ ἐπὶ τῇ φακῇ μύρον. 

And so forth (see Blaydes, Arist. Vesp.280). I would now observe 

(1) that βάλλειν means not only to cast, but also to place, to put ; cf. 

Mk 7-33 ἔβαλε τοὺς δακτύλους εἰς τὰ ὦτα, etc, and in this sense it is 

now exclusively employed in MGk; (2) that in our Mss we find 

several instances where the reading fluctuates between ἔμπροσθεν 

and ἐνώπιον as in Mk 2-12.Lk 12-9. Acts 10-4, as well as between 

ἐναντίον and ἐνώπιον as in Mk 2-12.Lk 1-6, and this shows that 

ἐνώπιον not being classical enough was often altered. If then in 

the passage under study we take μὴ βάλητε in the sense do not put, 
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and replacing ἔμπροσθεν by the correction ἐνώπιον consider this as 

a misreading of ἐνώτιον (see the passages quoted above from Prov. 

11-22 and Ezek.16-12), we at once obtain a rational injunction, 

namely, μηδὲ βάλητε τοὺς μαργαρίτας ὑμῶν ἐνώτιον τοῖς χοίροις, and 
be not so foolish as to bestow your kindnesses upon undeserving 

folk as a man would be who placed a jewel in a hog’s snout. The 

change of rots χοίροις into the genitive would have followed as a 

matter of course when ἐνώτιον became ἐνώπιον. 

2. As regards τὸ ἅγιον, if it means consecrated meat as is generally 

supposed, we are left to wonder why it should irritate, as the con- 

text evidently implies, dogs to be given such food, when the natural 

thing is that, as dogs are very fond of meat, they would be made 

friendly by being offered such choice morsels. What we need is an 

injunction parallel to μηδὲ βάλητε τοὺς μαργαρίτας ὑμῶν ἐνώτιον τοῖς 

χοίροις, and therefore I read μὴ δῶτε (or rather δήσητε) τρίχαπτον 

τοῖς κυσὶν, attach no lace to dogs; cf. Ezek.16-13 τὰ περιβόλαιά cov 
βύσσινα καὶ τρίχαπτα. 

3. There remains the difficulty of ῥήξωσιν ὑμᾶς, if it be taken to 

mean rend you, for swine are not tusked animals, and to assume, 

as has been done, that the Evangelist meant wild boars is a wholly 

fantastic idea. I believe myself that ῥήξωσιν ὑμᾶς means throw you 

down (in the mud), an acceptation illustrated in my note on Mk 9- 

18, and that the sentence μήποτε καταπατήσωσιν αὐτοὺς ἐν τοῖς ποσὶν 

αὐτῶν καὶ στραφέντες ῥήξωσιν ὑμᾶς was suggested by Dan.8-7 ἔρριψεν 

(ὁ κριὸς) αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν καὶ συνεπάτησεν (trampled upon) αὐτόν. 

τοῖς κυσὶν-τοῖς χοίροις. Most probably ταῖς κυσὶν--ταῖς χοίροις. 

7-12. πάντα οὖν ὅσα ἂν θέλητε ἵνα ποιῶσιν ὑμῖν οἱ ἄνθρωποι, οὕτως καὶ 

ὑμεῖς ποιεῖτε αὐτοῖς" οὗτος γάρ ἐστιν ὁ Νόμος καὶ ot Προφῆται (the initials 

in capitals, since the books of the Jewish Law and those of the 

Prophets are meant). This is no conclusion from the preceding 

clause, whereas by οὖν one is indicated. The passage appears not 

to be in its proper place; it must once have stood after v. 2 ἐν ᾧ 
μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε μετρηθήσεται ὑμῖν. 

7-13. ἡ 6865 ἡ ἀπάγουσα εἰς τὴν ἀπώλειαν κτὰ. I do not find that 

commentators have paralleled Hesiod, Op.287 Τὴν μέν τοι κακότητα 

καὶ ἰλαδόν ἐστιν ἑλέσθαι ῥηϊδίως" λείη μὲν ὁδὸς, μάλα δ᾽ ἐγγύθι ναίει. 
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Τῆς δ᾽ ἀρετῆς ἱδρῶτα θεοὶ προπάροιθεν ἔθηκαν ἀθάνατοι, μακρὸς δὲ καὶ 
ὄρθιος οἶμος ἐς αὐτὴν καὶ τρηχὺς τὸ πρῶτον. 

7-14, ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ ἀπάγουσα εἰς τὴν ζωήν. The verb ἀπάγω by virtue of 
the preposition includes the meaning of astray, and so does not 

cohere with εἰς τὴν ζωήν. Unless it was originally ὑπάγουσα, the 

author must unconsciously have been carried away by having used 

ἀπάγουσα in connection with εἰς τὴν ἀπώλειαν. The verb which suits 

best is ἄγουσα, and it will be observed that Cebes in the parallel 

passage Tab.15 says ἡ ὁδὸς ἡ ἄγουσα πρὸς τὴν ἀληθινὴν παιδείαν, and 

again Tab.11 ἐπιθυμίαν τὴν εἰς τὴν ἀληθινὴν παιδείαν ἄγουσαν and τὴν 

δόξαν τὴν ἄξουσαν εἰς τὴν ἀληθινὴν παιδείαν. Cf. also Soph.OT. 734 ὁδὸς 
εἰς ταὐτὸ ἄγει. 

7-15. προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῶν ψευδοπροφητῶν, οἵτινες ἔρχονται πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἐν 

ἐνδύμασιν προβάτων, ἔσωθεν δέ εἰσιν λύκοι ἅρπαγες. As neither do sheep 

clothe themselves nor was it the dress which gave the prophets 

their pious appearance, the reading ἐνδύμασι cannot stand. The war- 

ning of course is that false prophets look as meek and innocent 

as lambs, but that their true nature is that of wolves. I think, 

therefore, that the original reading was ἐν εἴδεσι προβάτων. Cf. Lk 

3-22 καταβῆναι τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον σωματικῷ εἴδει ὡς περιστερὰν (περι- 

στερᾶς Ὁ). Ezek.1-26 ὁμοίωμα ὡς εἶδος ἀνθρώπου. Prov.7-10 ἡ δὲ γυνὴ 

συναντᾷ αὐτῷ εἶδος ἔχουσα πορνικόν. Judg.8-18 ὡς εἶδος μορφὴ υἱῶν 

βασιλέων. Num.11-7 τὸ εἶδος αὐτοῦ εἶδος κρυστάλλου. 

7-19. πᾶν δένδρον μὴ ποιοῦν καρπὸν καλὸν ἐκκόπτεται καὶ εἰς πῦρ βάλ- 

λεται, Markland (see Baljon) athetized this verse. It interrupts the 

sequence of thought, and was doubtless added because δένδρον σα- 

πρὸν had been mentioned in the previous verse. Of this practice I 

have treated in my note on Mk 9-37. 

7-24, ὅστις φκοδόμησεν αὐτοῦ τὴν οἰκίαν ἐπὶ τὴν πέτραν. Thesame meta- 

phor of building upon ἃ rock in Ps.39-3 ἔστησεν ἐπὶ πέτραν τοὺς πόδας 

μου, 60-2 ἐν πέτρᾳ ὕψωσάς pe, thou hast raised (built) me upon a rock. 

Probably those verses from the Psalms suggested this in Matthew. 
8-4, ἐκαθαρίσθη αὐτοῦ ἧ λέπρα. A variant ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ (ignored by 

vSoden) is supported by the Syr.Sinaiticus the leprosy was cleansed 

From him. Cf. Deut.19-13 καθαριεῖς τὸ αἷμα ἐξ (= ἀπὸ) Ἰσραήλ. 

8-9, ἄνθρωπός εἰμι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν (several documents add τασσό- 
L 
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μενος), ἔχων iw ἐμαυτὸν στρατιώτας. Holwerda (see Baljon) has con- 

jectured ἐπ᾽ ἐξουσίας. The alteration of ὑπὸ into ἐπὶ is obviously de- 

manded bythe context, and had already been suggested in a volume 

entitled Conjectures on the New Testament, published in London in 

1772. A like corruption can be seen in Mk 4-21, where in Codex B 

ὑπὸ τὴν λυχνίαν was at first written instead of ἐπὶ τὴν λυχνίαν ; and 

in Mt 28-14, where our Mss vary between ἐπὶ and trd. But Hol- 

werda’s alteration into the genitive, though the construction with 

that case is the one which mostly obtains, as Dan.3-3 τύραννοι pe- 

γάλοι οἱ ἐπ’ ἐξουσιῶν ete, is unnecessary. Cf. Acts 7-10 κατέστησεν 

αὐτὸν ἡγούμενον ἐπ᾿ Αἴγυπτον. Apoc.6-8 ἐδόθη αὐτοῖς ἐξουσία ἐπὶ τὸ τέ- 

ταρτον τῆς γῆς. Sir. 30-28 φίλῳ μὴ δῷς ἐξουσίαν ἐπὶ σέ. As Jannaris says 

§ 1246, the accusative gradually succeeded in extruding the other 
oblique cases altogether from the domain of the prepositions, In- 

deed, if the language of the Scriptures had not been tampered with 

by an occasional introduction of classicisms, we should find pre- 

positions followed by the accusative much oftener than is the case 

in the texts as they have been transmitted to us. Thus, in Mt 14- 

19 we have the readings ἐπὶ τὸν χόρτον and ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου ; inv. 26 

ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν and ἐπὶ τῆς θαλάσσης. Similarly, 27-5 eis τὸν ναὸν 

and ἐν τῷ ναῷ. And there must occur several like instances. 

8-12. εἰς τὸ σκότος τὸ ἐξώτερον. The AV into the outer darkness. It 

should be the outermost, the comparative standing for a superlative. 

Jannaris § 514 ‘The comparative sometimes stands, especially since 

Hellenistic times, for the relative superlative. This misapplication, 
which was undoubtedly due to the influence of popular speech, has 
spread ever since.’ Jannaris quotes our passage, besides Mk 4-31 
μικρότερος πάντων τῶν σπερμάτων. Lk 21-3 πλεῖον πάντων. 1 Cor.15-19 

ἐλεεινότερον πάντων ἀνθρώπων, etc. See also my note on 11-11. 
8-17. αὐτὸς τὰς ἀσθενείας ἡμῶν ἔλαβεν (Isa.63-9 αὐτὸς ἐλυτρώσατο 

αὐτοὺς καὶ ἀνέλαβεν αὐτοὺς) καὶ τὰς νόσους ἐβάστασεν (Isa.53-11 τὰς 
ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν αὐτὸς ἀνοίσει). The AV, rendering himself took our 
infirmities and bare our diseases, is inaccurate ; at this place both 
ἔλαβεν and ἐβάστασεν are synonyms of ἦρε, took away, removed, as 
Bleek and others have interpreted. Cf. Sir.38-7 ἐν αὐτοῖς ἐθεράπευσε 

ν > x ΄ » An 
καὶ PE TOV TOVOV αὐτου. 
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8-20. ἔχουσιν... τὰ πετεινὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ κατασκηνώσεις, From Ps. 

83-4 στρουθίον εὗρεν ἑαυτῷ οἰκίαν Kal τρυγὼν νοσσιὰν ἑαυτῇ. 

8-22. ἄφες τοὺς νεκροὺς θάψαι τοὺς ἑαυτῶν νεκρούς. The AV, followed 

by Weiss, let the dead bury their dead. This is the correct rendering, 

for ἄφες as a learned substitute for ἔασε represents the MGk ds (see 

Jannaris § 1916), which, when as a hortative it accompanies an 

aorist subjunctive of the third person, converts that subjunctive 

into an imperative. It is possible that actually the primitive read- 

ing was ἔασε, and this being perhaps regarded as too demotic was 

changed into ἄφες. So we find the more learned ἄφετε, ἀφήσει, 

ἀφίης as variants for ἐάσατε, ἐάσει, ἐᾷς in Acts 5-38,1Cor.10-13, 

Apoc.2-20. Cf. also Acts 19-30, where the reading fluctuates be- 

tween οὐκ εἴων and ἐκώλυον. The RV has substituted leave for let in 

accordance I presume with Attic usage, for at the time of the re- 

vision the great Cobet, the sovereign pontiff of Atticism, stood at 

the zenith of his influence. 

τοὺς νεκρούς, Coraes (or Paspati) suggested τοὺς νεωκόρους. 

8-24, σεισμὸς μέγας ἐγένετο ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ ὥστε τὸ πλοῖον καλύπτε- 

σθαι ὑπὸ τῶν κυμάτων, αὐτὸς δὲ ἐκάθευδεν, An evident adaptation of the 
first chapter of Jonas ἐγένετο κλύδων μέγας ἐν τῇ θαλάσσῃ, καὶ τὸ πλοῖ- 

ον ἐκινδύνευε τοῦ συντριβῆναι... . Ἰωνᾶς δὲ ἐκάθευδε. From Matthew this 

episode travelled into Mk 4-35 and Lk 8-22. 

8.27. ποταπός ἐστιν οὗτος ὅτι καὶ οἱ ἄνεμοι καὶ ἡ θάλασσα ὑπακούου- 

σιν αὐτῷ ; Respecting ὅτι-αὐτῷ = ᾧ see note on Mk 4-41. 

8-30. ἦν δὲ μακρὰν ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ἀγέλη. Read δ᾽ οὐ μακρὰν in accordance 

with the Latin non longe and Mk 5-11 ἦν δὲ ἐκεῖ πρὸς τῷ ὄρει. 
8.81. εἰ ἐκβάλλεις ἡμᾶς. The present form in a future sense is 

probably imitated from Gen.4-14 εἰ ἐκβάλλεις με σήμερον. 

8-34, ἰδόντες αὐτὸν παρεκάλεσαν ὅπως μεταβῇ ἀπὸ τῶν ὁρίων αὐτῶν. 

What was the motive of the Gadarenes in anxiously requesting 

Jesus to depart from their borders ? It must have been that they 

were afraid of further losses of property. Luke felt that some mo- 

tive underlay their conduct, but he had recourse to a vague ex- 

planation, namely, that they were seized with great fear. 

9-13. τί ἐστιν. What the meaning of . .. is; see note on 1-23, 

9-16, οὐδεὶς δὲ ἐπιβάλλει ἐπίβλημα ῥάκους ἀγνάφου ἐπὶ ἱματίῳ παλαιῷ" 
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αἴρει yap τὸ πλήρωμα (= ἐπίβλημα) αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἱματίου καὶ χεῖρον 

σχίσμα γίνεται. The sense is clear. It is pointed out as ἃ foolish act to 

cuta piece off a newand serviceable garment forthe sake of patching 

a ragged and worthless garment. But the second part of the present 

text conveys exactly the contrary, i.e. that it is foolish to cut a piece 

off an old garment, for in the absence of any qualification τοῦ ἱματίου 

must hark back to ἱματίῳ παλαιῷ. The original reading must have 

been ἀπὸ χρηστοῦ ἱματίου, from a serviceable garment. For χρηστὸν as 

applied to materials cf. Theophr.Char.4-5 τὰ ἱμάτια χρηστὰ μεταβάλ- 

λεσθαι = to change one’s garments whilst they are still serviceable. 

1Esdr.8-56 χρηστοῦ χαλκοῦ. Jer.24-2 σύκων χρηστῶν. Ezek.27-22 di- 

θων χρηστῶν. Enoch 32-1 νάρδου χρηστοῦ, ete. 

9-18. ἄρχων. Grandee, nobleman, in which sense Sophocles cites 
an instance from the VII and another from the XI century. Such 

is likewise its MGk meaning in the form ὁ ἄρχοντας, which Βλάχος 

interprets by seigneur, notable, homme d’un rang élévé, honume de 

condition. The interpretation ruler of the synagogue, derived from 

Mk and Lk, is certainly erroneous. 

This episode was copied from Matthew into Mark 5-22 (and 

thence into Luke 8-41) and not vice versa, for, had Mt found ἀρχι- 

συνάγωγος, he would not have changed it into ἄρχων, which in the 

sense of ἀρχισυνάγωγος would have been too indefinite. On the 

other hand, it is intelligible that Mark, overlooking the demotic 

signification of ἄρχων, reproduced it by what he fancied that it 

meant as a learned word. 

9-18, ἡ θυγάτηρ μου ἄρτι ἐτελεύτησεν, ἀλλὰ ἐλθὼν ἐπίθες τὴν χεῖρά σου 

ἐπ᾿ αὐτὴν καὶ ζήσεται, It seems to me that ζήσεται can only mean she 

will go on living ; if so, it only applies to a person still alive. When 

the notion of to come back to life is required, I think the proper 

verb to use is the compound ἀναζῆν. Accordingly, we should write 

κἀναζήσεται. In four other passages (Lk 15-24. 20-32. Rom.14-9, and 

perhaps Apoc.20-5), where the idea is that of coming back to life, 

our Msgs exhibit both καὶ ἔζησεν and καὶ ἀνέζησεν. In all these cases 

καὶ ἔζησεν may have been induced by the fact that καὶ ἀνέζησεν was 

originally written κἀνέζησεν (cf. Mt 26-15, where we find κἀγὼ and 

καὶ ἐγὼ, 28-10 κἀκεῖ and καὶ ἐκεῖ), which could easily be misread as 
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καὶ ἔζησεν. In the same way perhaps in our clause κἀναζήσεται be- 
came καὶ ζήσεται. It is further a question whether in Jn 11-25 κὰν 
ἀποθάνῃ ζήσεται we should not read ἀναξήσεται, the loss of the pre- 
position being due to the similarity of the preceding letters. How- 
ever, cf, Ezek.37-6 and 14 δώσω πνεῦμά pov εἰς ὑμᾶς καὶ ζήσεσθε. 
9 ἐμφύσησον εἰς τοὺς νεκροὺς καὶ ξζησάτωσαν. 

9-34, of δὲ Φαρισαῖοι ἔλεγον Ἐν τῷ ἄρχοντι τῶν δαιμονίων ἐκβάλλει τὰ 
δαιμόνια, This paragraph is absent from the Syr. Sinaiticus, D, and 
two old Latins; as the Mss were intended for recital at the ser- 
vices, it was most probably often omitted as disrespectful. 

9-36, ἰδὼν δὲ τοὺς ὄχλους ἐσπλαγχνίσθη περὶ αὐτῶν, ὅτι ἦσαν ἐσκυλμένοι 
καὶ ἐρριμένοι ὡσεὶ πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα. The rendering of ἐρρι- 
μένοι by scattered, though perfectly consonant with the context, is out 
of the question, since the Greek for to scatter is σκορπίζω or σκεδάννυμι 
and not ῥίπτω ; and I do not see how commentators have come to 
consider these verbs as synonyms. On the other hand, jacentes, 
the translation of the Vulgate, is of course possible in the sense of 
lying ill (Mt 8-6 βέβληται ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ παραλυτικὸς) but seems inappro- 

priate in this passage. Uncared-for sheep do not lie down, but are 

at ‘once scattered ; cf. 26-31 πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα καὶ διασκορπισθή- 

σονται τὰ πρόβατα. 3Kings 22-17 τὸν Ἰσραὴλ διεσκορπισμένον ἐν τοῖς 

ὄρεσιν ὡς ποίμνιον ᾧ οὐκ ἔνι ποιμήν. They are scattered and become 

a prey to man and beast. So far as I know, this is the uniform 

description of shepherdless sheep in the Scriptures. Cf. Jud.11-19 

ἄξεις αὐτοὺς ὡς πρόβατα οἷς οὐκ ἔστι ποιμήν. Ezek.34-5 διεσπάρη τὰ πρό- 

βατά μου διὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ποιμένας καὶ ἐγενήθη εἰς κατάβρωμα πᾶσι τοῖς 
θηρίοις. Zech.13-7 πατάξατε τοὺς ποιμένας καὶ ἐκσπάσατε τὰ πρόβατα. 

As, therefore, ἐρριμένοι ill suits the context, I had long ago conjec- 
tured ἐρρηγμένοι, mauled, and I found since in Tischendorf’s edition 

that there exists authority for this reading. It has, however, been 

so completely neglected that neither Blass nor Baljon nor Souter 

even mentions it. The corruption arose from the fact that ἐρρηγ- 

μένοι was assumed to be a participle not of ῥήγνυμι, but of the form 

fyoow, which occasionally meant to throw down (see my note on 

Mk 9-18), and so it was disfigured into its classical equivalent 

ἐρριμένοι. 
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Nor do I see the necessity for taking ἐσκυλμένοι figuratively and 

translating it by distressed. Its original force mangled is perfectly 

in keeping with the context. The multitude in their forlorn state, 

without a guide or protection against the attacks of the devil, are 

likened to shepherdless sheep mangled and mauled by the beasts 

of the jungle. 
10-9. μὴ κτήσησθε χρυσὸν μηδὲ ἄργυρον μηδὲ χαλκὸν eis τὰς ζώνας 

ὑμῶν, μὴ πήραν εἰς ὁδὸν μηδὲ δύο χιτώνας μηδὲ ὑποδήματα μηδὲ ῥάβδον. 

The picture which these words bring up before the mind’s eye is 

that of an Eastern fakir, who travels barefoot and scantily clad 

begging his way. But invariably such beggars carry a rude staff to 

lean upon. So in Philosoph.9-4-20 the Essenes, a sect of fakirs, are 

thus described: περιϊᾶσι τὴν πατρῴαν γῆν μηδὲν φέροντες πλὴν ὅπλου (= 

ῥάβδου). In 4Kings 4-29 Elisha commands Gehazi with the words 
λάβε τὴν βακτηρίαν pov ἐν τῇ χειρί cov καὶ δεῦρο. Similarly ἃ distine- 

tive feature of the Cynic philosophers was the βακτηρία which they 

carried about ; see Lucian. Peregr.15 and 24. And Firdusi, accord- 

ing to the Encyclopaedia Britannica, set off with no better equip- 

ment than his staff and a dervish’s cloak. Hence I am persuaded 

that instead of μηδὲ ῥάβδον the original reading was ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ῥάβδον Ξε 
εἰμὴ ῥάβδον, but only a staff; cf. Dan.3-28 μηδὲ προσκυνήσωσι παντὶ 

θεῷ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ θεῷ, etc. M and AA being interchangeable in old 

manuscripts, YIOAHMATAAAHPABAON (ce. ὑποδήματ᾽ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ) was 

read as YIOAHMATAMHPABAON under the influence of μὴ πή- 

ραν, and μὴ was afterwards changed into μηδὲ under the influence 

of the proximate μηδέ. The blunder has been carried on into Lk 9- 

3, where see note. For the contrary error see note on Mk 6-8. 

10-16. γίνεσθε ody φρόνιμοι ὡς ot ὄφεις καὶ ἀκέραιοι ds at περιστεραί. 

From Provy.8-5 νοήσατε ἄκακοι (= ἀκέραιοι) πανουργίαν, οἱ δὲ ἀπαίδευτοι 

ἔνθεσθε καρδίαν (= νοῦν, φρόνησιν), but so modified as to fit the ex- 

hortation at present needed. In the troubles and perplexities which 

must beset them, the Apostles are exhorted to be circumspect, and 

now adopt the cunning of a serpent on the watch (cf. Gen.49-17 

ὄφις ἐφ᾽ ὁδοῦ ἐγκαθήμενος ἐπὶ τρίβου), and anon the look of guilelessness 
of a dove (cf. Isai.59-11 ὡς ἄρκος καὶ ὡς περιστερὰ ἅμα πορεύσονται). 

γίνεσθε. As applied to snakes it means be; as applied to the 
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doves it means σχηματίσθητε, assume the form of, cf. Arist. Nub. 348 
γίγνονται πᾶν 6 τι βούλονται. 

φρόνιμοι. In a pejorative sense as it is in Isai.44-25 ἀποστρέφων 
φρονίμους (= πανούργους, bad men) εἰς τὰ ὀπίσω. Gen.3-1 ὄφις Fv 
φρονιμώτατος πάντων τῶν θηρίων. Similarly σοφός; cf. Jer.4-22 σοφοί 
εἰσι τοῦ κακοποιῆσαι. 

10-18. ἐπὶ ἡγεμόνας δὲ καὶ βασιλεῖς ἀχθήσεσθε ἕνεκεν ἐμοῦ εἰς μαρ- 
τύριον αὐτοῖς καὶ τοῖς ἔθνεσιν. In accordance with the parallel passage 
Lk 21-12 ἀπαγομένους ἐπὶ βασιλεῖς καὶ ἡγεμόνας ἕνεκεν τοῦ ὀνόματός μου, 

ἀποβήσεται ὑμῖν εἰς μαρτύριον, the text originally I believe read εἰς 

μαρτύριον αὑτοῖς or ἑαυτοῖς = ὑμῖν, the addition καὶ τοῖς ἔθνεσιν being a 

reminiscence of 24-14 εἰς μαρτύριον πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν. For it seems to 

me that what the Evangelist meant to say was that the tribulations 
of the Apostles would prove their zeal in the good cause and eventu- 

ally constitute a strong commendation in their favour before the 

heavenly judgment-seat. Cf. Acts 10-4 ai ἐλεημοσύναι σου ἀνέβησαν eis 

μνημόσυνον ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ θεοῦ. Proteu.Jac.1 ἔσται τὸ τῆς ἀφέσεώς pov 

κυρίῳ εἰς ἱλασμὸν ἐμοί. The mistake αὐτοῖς was carried on to Mk 13-9. 

Luke gleaned his sentence from Matthew and not from Mark as 

is shown by ἀπαγομένους, which reproduces ἀχθήσεσθε of Matthew 

and not the Marcan 13-9 σταθήσεσθε. 

10-20. δοθήσεται yap ὑμῖν ἐν ἐκείνῃ τῇ ὥρᾳ τί λαλήσητε. Probably 

suggested by Exod.4-15 ἐγὼ ἀνοίξω τὸ στόμα σου καὶ τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ 

καὶ συμβιβάσω ὑμᾶς τί ποιήσετε (QU. ποιήσητε). 

10-25. εἰ τὸν οἰκοδεσπότην Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐπεκάλεσαν, πόσῳ μᾶλλον τοὺς 

οἰκιακοὺς αὐτοῦ. Such is apparently the reading of all our documents, 

with the exception of the first hand of the Vaticanus, which ex- 

hibits τῷ οἰκοδεσπότῃ and τοῖς οἰκιακοῖς. What I think was conveyed 

is that Jesus was accused of having dealings with the devil in ac- 

cordance with 9-34 ἐν τῷ ἄρχοντι τῶν δαιμονίων ἐκβάλλει τὰ δαιμόνια ; 

if so, Lachmann was right in preferring the datives of the Vati- 
canus. Such a base aspersion was actually proffered by the Jews. 

Leible, Jesus Christus in Talmud p. 44, says ‘far from denying 

the miracles, the Talmud admits them, but imputes them to Sa- 

tanic artifices.’ I may add that our verse does not cohere with 
either what precedes or what comes after, and I suspect it may be 
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an accretion embodying the Talmudic imputation, or perhaps it 

followed originally v. 22 ἔσεσθε μισούμενοι ὑπὸ πάντων διὰ τὸ ὄνομά μου. 

10-27. κηρύξατε ἐπὶ τῶν δωμάτων. Cf. Prov.1-21 ἐπ᾽ ἄκρων τειχέων 

(qu. τοίχων) κηρύσσεται. 
10-28. τὸν δυνάμενον καὶ ψυχὴν καὶ σῶμα ἀπολέσαι ἐν γεέννῃ. A variant 

βαλεῖν εἰς γέενναν, supported by the Syr. Sinaiticus, suits the con- 

text better, but it is difficult to account for its alteration. Perhaps 

ἀποθέσθαι, cf. Polyb.24-8-8 εἰς φυλακὴν ἀποθέσθαι. 
10-29. ἕν ἐξ αὐτῶν οὐ πεσεῖται ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν ἄνευ τοῦ πατρὸς ὑμῶν. Cf. 

Amos, 3-5 εἰ (= οὐ) πεσεῖται ὄρνεον ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἄνευ ἰξευτοῦ. 2 Kings 

14-11 εἰ (= οὐ) πεσεῖται ἀπὸ τῆς τριχὸς τοῦ υἱοῦ σου ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν. Ben- 

gel conjectured πάγην, and I certainly think it far more probable 

that the Evangelist wrote οὐκ ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς τὴν πάγην, not only be- 

cause this lection yields a much more satisfactory sense but also 

because Clem.Hom.12-31 reproduces the passage by ἄνευ yap τῆς 

τοῦ θεοῦ βουλῆς οὐδὲ στρουθὸς ἐν παγίδι ἐμπεσεῖν ἔχει. Cf. also Prov. 

12-13 ἐμπίπτει εἰς παγίδας. Sir.9-3 μή ποτε ἐμπέσῃς εἰς τὰς παγίδας. 

1 Tim.3-7 ἵνα μὴ εἰς ὀνειδισμὸν ἐμπέσῃ καὶ παγίδα. 6-9 ἐμπίπτουσιν εἰς 

πειρασμὸν καὶ παγίδα. Ps.34-8 ἐν τῇ παγίδι πεσοῦνται = τῇ παγίδι ἐμ- 

πεσοῦνται. Tob.14-10 ἐνέπεσεν εἰς τὴν παγίδα. Aesop.270 εἰς πάγην 

ἐμπεσεῖν. Ael. VH.1-2 πάγη τοῖς ἐμπίπτουσι. Prov.6-5 ὄρνεον ἐκ παγί- 

δος. 7-28 σπεύδει ὥσπερ ὄρνεον εἰς παγιδα. Ken.Mem.2-1-4 τοῖς θηρά- 

τροις ἐμπίπτουσι. Similarly in Enoch 10-7 γῆς supplanted πληγῆς, 

and in Lk 14-34 γῆν supplanted ταγήν. 

10-35. διχάσαι ἄνθρωπον κατὰ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ. Mich.7-6, whence 

this was taken, states υἱὸς (and not ἄνθρωπος) ἀτιμάζει πατέρα, and 

clearly also here the genuine reading is υἱόν. For (1) this is what 

comports with the context ; (2) it is the reading of D, the Syr. 

Sinaiticus, and other documents ; (3) as he says πατὴρ ἐπὶ vid in the 

parallel passage 12-53, Luke must have found υἱόν. The error was 

occasioned by υἱὸν having been misread as ANON, a frequent com- 

pendium for ἄνθρωπον ; see my note on Rom.7-23. 

10-41. 6 δεχόμενος προφήτην εἰς ὄνομα προφήτου μισθὸν προφήτου 

λήμψεται, καὶ ὁ δεχόμενος δίκαιον εἰς ὄνομα δικαίου μισθὸν δικαίου λήμψε- 
ται. As the text stands, εἰς ὄνομα προφήτου and εἰς ὄνομα δικαίου are 
entirely useless. Where is the merit in weleoming a prophet as ἃ 
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prophet, or a δίκαιος as a δίκαιος Ὁ The merit consists in welcoming 
as prophet and δίκαιος persons who can lay no claim to any such 
dignity. Instead of προφήτην and δίκαιον (= Israelite, see my note 
on Lk 16-8) we should read μαθητὴν (or ἀλήτην = a wanderer) and 
ἄδικον (= idolater, see the same note), the exhortation being that a 
good man should extend the same kindness and hospitality to 

insignificant or unworthy individuals as he would do to superior 

persons. This would be consistent with the gospel teaching 

as evinced by Jesus’ treatment of Martha, Zacchaeos, and the 

adulteress ; compare also Mk 2-17 οὐκ ἦλθον καλέσαι δικαίους ἀλλ᾽ 
ἁμαρτωλούς. 

11-2, πέμψας διὰ τῶν μαθητών αὐτοῦ εἶπεν. Meyer “ πέμψας abso- 

lutely ; the following διὰ τῶν μαθητῶν belongs to εἶπεν, not to πέμ- 

was (de Wette), because this latter connection would involve the 

supposition of a Hebraism.’ Not so, for διὰ with the genitive often, 

especially post-classically, denotes by means of, a usage of which 

Jannaris § 1531 adduces several examples. Meyer’s Hebraism is 

further disproved by MGk, in which πέμψας διὰ τῶν μαθητῶν has 

an exactly corresponding locution στέλνοντας μὲ τοὺς (= μετὰ τῶν, 

instrumentally) μαθητάδες ; cf. Jannaris ὃ 1532 ‘Another mode of 

expressing instrumental relation was sometimes resorted to, even 

in classical antiquity, by means of the preposition μετὰ with geni- 

tive. This last expedient met during Hellenistic and Byzantine 

times with a great popularity, and so ended by becoming universal 

in Neo-Hellenic, chiefly in the abbreviated form μὲ [ΞΞ μετὰ with 

accusative].2 The meaning is having sent a deputation by the dis- 

ciples, having sent the disciples as a deputation. 

11-7. κάλαμον ὑπὸ ἀνέμου σαλευόμενον. Imitated from Job 13-25 ὡς 

φύλλον κινούμενον ὑπὸ ἀνέμου. 
11-11. ὁ δὲ μικρότερος ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ τῶν οὐρανῶν μείζων αὐτοῦ ἐστιν. 

Le. ὃ ἐλάχιστος ; see my note on 8-12. 

11-12. ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν ἡμερῶν ᾿Ιωάννου τοῦ βαπτιστοῦ ἕως ἄρτι ἡ βασιλεία 

τῶν οὐρανῶν βιάζεται καὶ βιασταὶ ἁρπάζουσιν αὐτήν" πάντες γὰρ ot Προ- 

φῆται καὶ ὃ Νόμος ἕως Ἰωάννου ἐπροφήτευσαν, καὶ εἰ θέλετε δέξασθαι, αὐ- 

τός ἐστιν Ἠλίας ὁ μέλλων ἔρχεσθαι. Ὃ ἔχων ὦτα ἀκουέτω. Taken from 

Luke after βαπτίζεται was corrupted into βιάζεται in 16-16 (where 

M 
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see my note) ὁ Νόμος καὶ οἱ Προφῆται ἕως Ἰωάννου" ἀπὸ τότε ἡ βασιλεία 

τοῦ θεοῦ εὐαγγελίζεται καὶ πᾶς εἰς αὐτὴν βιάζεται. 
11-16. τίνι δὲ ὁμοιώσω τὴν γενεὰν ταύτην ; Taylor, Pirgé Aboth p. 61 

‘the Rabbinic parables like those of the NT are commonly intro- 

duced by some such formula: to what is the matter like Ὁ’ 

ὁμοία ἐστὶν παιδίοις ἐν ἀγοραῖς καθημένοις, ἃ προσφωνοῦντα τοῖς ἑταί- 

pots λέγουσιν Ηὐλήσαμεν ὑμῖν καὶ οὐκ ὠρχήσασθε, ἐθρηνήσαμεν καὶ οὐκ 

ἐκόψασθε. The common version of παιδίοις by children is incorrect, 

as I have pointed out in my note on Jn 21-5. Surely it could not have 

been said of children that they would pipe and especially dirge in 

market-places. The proper sense is παῖδες, lads, boys, mates, simi- 

larly with MGk παιδιὰ and French enfants. After the classical period 

the diminutive addition became a mere suffix without any diminu- 

tive force ; see my said note on John. 

11-23. καὶ ob, Καφαρναοὺμ, μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ, ἕως ddou kata- 

βιβασθήσῃ. No satisfactory construction or interpretation has so far 

been evolved out of this reading, which is that of some of our good 

Mss. The variants ἡ ὑψωθεῖσα and ἣ ὑψώθης no doubt obviate our 

difficulties, but are plainly attempts at emendation. The sense 

which they yield is so easy and obvious that it is hard to see how 

they could have been corrupted into the other reading. 

It is a commonplace in palaeography that when similar sylla- 

bles ran in immediate succession, one was apt to be overlooked by 

the copyist, and so to be left out. For instance, in Codex B we find 

Lk 14-27 ὅστις οὖν βαστάζει instead of ὅστις οὖν οὐ βαστάζει. If then 

our text was originally ΚΑΦΑΡΝΑΟΥΜΟΥΜΉΕΩΣ, it would be 

liable to be copied as ΚΑΦΑΡΝΑΟΥΜΉΒΩΣ, and the present 

reading would ensue. If allowance be made for this slip, the pas- 

sage would read καὶ σὺ, Καφαρναοὺμ, οὐ μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ, and 

thou, Capharnaoum, thou shalt not be exalted unto heaven. This correc- 

tion is corroborated by an extract from Athanasios quoted by Blass, 

which runs thus: ἐὰν ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθῇς, ἀλλ᾽ ἕως ἄδου καταβήσῃ. 

In this citation ἐὰν is an alternative Septuagint by-form of οὐ μή; 

ef. Nehem.13-25 ἐὰν (= οὐ μὴ) δῶτε τὰς θυγατέρας ὑμῶν τοῖς υἱοῖς αὐ- 

τῶν καὶ ἐὰν (ΞΞ οὐ μὴ) λάβητε ἀπὸ τῶν θυγατέρων αὐτῶν τοῖς υἱοῖς ὑμῶν. 
A more common alternative of οὐ μὴ is εἰ = ἐὰν, as explained in my 
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note on Mk 8-12, where εἰ and οὐ co-exist. Thus, the reading once 

evidently varied between οὐ μὴ and ἐὰν or εἰ, that is between two 

words of the same import, a fluctuation of a kind which may be 

said to be a scriptural feature ; see my note on Mk 1-6. 

It will be observed in the passage from Athanasios that the 

second member of the sentence is introduced by ἀλλά. I think this 

conjunction was not added by Athanasios but was found by him 

in his text. It is with ἀλλὰ, or rather with ἀλλ᾽ ἢ, that the second 

member of a sentence generally commences if the first is intro- 

duced with «i (= ἐὰν) having a negative force, or with οὐ μή ; cf. 

Num. 14-30 εἰ (= οὐ μὴ) ὑμεῖς εἰσελεύσεσθε εἰς τὴν γῆν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ Χάλεβ. 

Ezek.14-16 εἰ (= οὐ μὴ) υἱοὶ ἢ θυγατέρες σωθήσονται ἀλλ᾽ ἢ αὐτοὶ μό- 

νοι σωθήσονται. 18 οὐ μὴ ῥύσονται υἱοὺς οὐδὲ θυγατέρας ἀλλ᾽ ἢ αὐτοὶ 

μόνοι σωθήσονται. 

Thus, the passage under study had once this form: καὶ σὺ, 

Καφαρναοὺμ, οὐ μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ, ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἕως ἄδου καταβιβα- 

σθήσῃ, and thou, Capharnaoum, shalt not be exalted unto heaven but 

shalt be lowered unto hell, which is the same as the variant (see Tis- 

chendorf) ἐὰν (= οὐ μὴ) ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθῇς GAN ἕως ἄδου καταβήσῃ. 

11-27. παρεδόθη. The same as ἐδιδάχθη ; see my note on Lk 10-22. 

11-29. ὅτι = ds; see my note on 8-27. 
12-8, κύριος γάρ ἐστιν Tod σαββάτου 6 υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. If yap were 

right and introduced a causal sentence, then all the foregoing ar- 

gumentation would have been superfluous ; but the sentence stands 

well if it be a conclusion from that argumentation. Therefore I read 

dpa, which has similarly been misread in Rom.4-13. 5-17. 7-8. 7-15. 
12-15. ἐθεράπευσεν αὐτοὺς πάντας---καὶ ἐπετίμησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα μὴ φα- 

νερὸν αὐτὸν ποιήσωσιν---ὅπως πληρωθῇ τὸ ῥηθὲν διὰ Ἠσαΐου. The words 

καὶ ἐπετίμησεν αὐτοῖς ἵνα μὴ φανερὸν αὐτὸν ποιήσωσιν are parenthetical, 

the quotation from the Prophet being intended to foretell the 

healing and not the ἐπιτίμησις. 

12-18, ἰδοὺ ὁ παῖς pou ὃν ἡρέτισα, ὁ ἀγαπητός μου εἰς ὃν ηὐδόκησεν ἢ 

ψυχή μου. Θήσω τὸ πνεῦμά μου ἐπ᾽ αὐτὸν καὶ κρίσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν ἀπαγ- 

γελεῖ. Οὐκ ἐρίσει οὐδὲ κραυγάσει οὐδὲ ἀκούσει τις ἐν ταῖς πλατείαις τὴν 

φωνὴν αὐτοῦ. Κάλαμον συντετριμμένον οὐ κατεάξει καὶ λίνον τυφόμενον οὐ 

σβέσει, ἕως ἂν ἐκβάλῃ εἰς νῖκος τὴν κρίσιν. Καὶ τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ ἔθνη 



84 ST MATTHEW XII 

ἐλπιοῦσιν. The only relevant parts of this prophecy are (1) ἰδοὺ 6 παῖς 

μου ὃν ἡρέτισα, ὃ ἀγαπητός μου εἰς ὃν ηὐδόκησεν ἡ ψυχή μου, θήσω τὸ 

πνεῦμά μου ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν, and (2) καὶ τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ ἔθνη ἐλπιοῦσιν. For 

it is only these parts which indicate that Jesus as the beloved son 

of God shall be granted holy spirit and possess power to heal, so 

that through him (τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ) the world may be inspired 

with hope. The other parts were thrown in because they exist in 

the prophetic extract ; see my note on 1-23. 

12-27. εἰ ἐγὼ ἐν Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐκβάλλω τὰ δαιμόνια, οἱ υἱοὶ ὑμῶν ἐν τίνι 

ἐκβάλλουσιν ; See my note on the parallel passage Lk 11-19. 

12-31. ἡ δὲ τοῦ πνεύματος βλασφημία οὔκ ἀφεθήσεται. Evidently the 

author of Didaché ch. 11 assumed τοῦ πνεύματος to mean the priest- 

hood, for he says καὶ πάντα προφήτην λαλοῦντα ἐν πνεύματι (= ex ca- 

thedra) οὐ πειράσετε οὐδὲ Siaxpweire’ πᾶσα yap ἁμαρτία ἀφεθήσεται, αὕτη 

δὲ ἡ ἁμαρτία οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται. This claim to a sort of infallibility was 

apparently first evolved among the Rabbis, for according to Leible 

Ῥ. 87 the Talmud says ‘ Wer tiber die Worte der Schriftgelehrten 

spottet, durch siedenden Kot gerichtet wird.’ 

12-32. καὶ ὃς ἐὰν εἴπῃ λόγον κατὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ἀφεθήσεται 

aura’ ὃς δ᾽ ἂν εἴπῃ κατὰ τοῦ πνεύματος τοῦ ἁγίου, οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται αὐτῷ οὔτε 

ἐν τούτῳ τῷ αἰῶνι οὔτε ἐν τῷ μέλλοντι. An evident variation in ἃ more im- 

pressive form of the preceding sentence πᾶσα ἁμαρτία καὶ βλασφημία 

ἀφεθήσεται τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, ἡ δὲ τοῦ πνεύματος βλασφημία οὐκ ἀφεθήσεται. 

κατὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. In order to make clear that by this 

phrase he meant the same as τοῖς ἀνθρώποις of the preceding verse, 

the interpolator should have said κατὰ υἱοῦ ἀνθρώπου, i.e. κατὰ ἀν- 

θρώπου. In its present form the phrase inevitably leads to the 

misunderstanding that it refers to Christ. 
12-43, ὅταν δὲ τὸ ἀκάθαρτον πνεῦμα ἐξέλθῃ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, διέρχεται 

δι᾿ ἀνύδρων τόπων ζητοῦν ἀνάπαυσιν καὶ οὐχ εὑρίσκει. Τότε λέγει Εἰς τὸν 

οἶκόν μου ἐπιστρέψω ὅθεν ἐξῆλθον, καὶ ἐλθὸν εὑρίσκει σχολάζοντα, σεσαρω- 

μένον καὶ κεκοσμημένον. The explanation commonly given of ἀνύδρων 

τόπων is that waterless places are deserts, which were reputed to be 

the haunts of demons. But it is to be observed that, whereas Isaiah 

in 13-21.34-14 and Baruch in 4-35 represent demons as delighting 

in desolate solitudes, our text implies the contrary ; the evil spirit 
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seeks rest in such places and finds none. Our passage, moreover, 

requires that the demon should seek repose in many places before 

it returns to its previous abode in the man. Hence I believe that 

the primitive reading was διὰ μυρίων τόπων, through numberless 

places. The palaeographic difference between AIAMYPION and 

AIANYAPON is so inconsiderable that the scribe could easily lapse 

into the misreading if he had in his memory, as he must have had, 

Ps.62-2 ἐδίψησέ σοι ἡ ψυχή pov ἐν γῇ ἐρήμῳ καὶ ἀβάτῳ καὶ ἀνύδρῳ and 

Prov.9-12 ὃς ἐρείδεται ἐπὶ ψεύδεσιν διαπορεύεται δι᾿ ἀνύδρου ἐρήμου. 

ἀνάπαυσιν οὐχ εὑρίσκει, An idea suggested by Isa.34-14 ὀνοκένταυ- 

pot εὑρόντες αὑτοῖς ἀνάπαυσιν. 
σχολάζοντα. This is wrongly rendered by empty. The correct in- 

terpretation is on holiday, as is clear from the addition swept and 

set in order (κεκοσμημένον). In the ancient world, when people were 

not punctilious about cleanliness, and when all dwellings, even 

those of well-to-do people, resembled workshops—pounding, spin- 

ning, weaving being daily employments—houses were génerally 

swept and set in order only for such occasions as a sabbath, or a 

holiday, or a wedding, when work stopped. The Vulgate in trans- 

lating vacantem seems to me to have given the word the sense 

which I suggest. For σχολάζω isa synonym of ἀργῶ σαββατίζω, be- 

ing derived from σχολὴ, which means a holiday; in this sense 

Sophocles quotes it from Anaph.Pil.1-1 τὸ σάββατον αὐτοῖς ἔλεγεν ὃ 

Ἰησοῦς μὴ εἶναι σχολὴν ἢ παρατηρῆσθαι, Jesus was telling them that the 

sabbath was no holiday and need not be observed. Compare also the 

MGk σκόλη, which is a specific term for holiday ; BAdxos ‘ σχόλη 

[read σκόλη], jour de féte, chomable.’ It may be further pointed out 

that the usual rendering would represent an empty house as clean 

and set in order, whereas on the contrary empty houses are natur- 

ally neglected and full of dust. 

Lastly, what is the moral of the allegory? The explanations so 

far advanced are far too recondite and unsuitable for such simple 

folk as the Gospels were intended for. It appears much more 

probable that Ewald was right in thinking that something dropped 

out before v. 43; if so, the verse must have had this form [ὅμοιον] 
fs en ἤξοΣ , ἬΝ ἃ 

ὡς ἐὰν τὸ ἀκάθαρτον πνεῦμα, ἐξελθὸν ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, διέρχηται διὰ μυ 
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ρίων τόπων ζητοῦν ἀνάπαυσιν καὶ μὴ εὑρίσκῃ. Cf. note on Mk 13-34, 

where a similar disturbance seems to have come about. 

13-5, ἐξανέτειλεν διὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχειν βάθος γῆς, ἡλίου δὲ ἀνατείλαντος ἐκαυ- 

ματίσθη. That ἀνατέλλειν should have unskilfully been employed in 

different senses in two clauses placed side by side raises a strong 

suspicion, for the passage otherwise presents an excellent style. 

But the Syr. Sinaiticus furnishes a very suitable variant, 1. 6. ém- 

λάμψαντος, for the Lewes version runs with the shining of the sun 

which was upon it. I find an almost identical substitution in 4-16 

τοῖς καθημένοις ἐν χώρᾳ καὶ σκιᾷ θανάτου φῶς ἀνέτειλεν αὐτοῖς, Where 

ἀνέτειλεν reproduces λάμψει of Isai.9-2 οἱ κατοικοῦντες ἐν χώρᾳ σκιᾷ 

θανάτου φῶς λάμψει ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς. Compare also ν. 43 ἐκλάμψουσιν ὡς ὃ ἥλιος. 

XII Patr.Lev.18 ἀναλάμψει ὡς ὃ ἥλιος. Philo, Opif.101 μηνοειδοῦς 

ἐπιλάμψεως. Gigant.3 τὸ σκότος ὃ ἥλιος ἐπιλάμψας ἀποσκίδνησιν. In 

the parallel passage Mk 4-5 there is a variant ἐξεβλάστησεν for ἐξανέ- 

τειλεν, but ἐπιλάμψαντος is a more significant word ; it yields the 

idea of a strong light scorching the young plants. As regards ἀνα- 

τείλαντος it merely marks the feeble sunlight of the morning. 

13-11. ὑμῖν δέδοται γνῶναι τὰ μυστήρια τῆς βασιλείας τῶν οὐρανῶν, 

ἐκείνοις δὲ οὐ δέδοται. Probably suggested by Philo,Migr.Abr.135 

οὐδενὶ γὰρ ἐχρῆν τὰ συσταθέντα κατιδεῖν ἄκρως ὅτι μὴ τῷ πεποιηκότι. See 

also my note on ΜΚ10-40. 
13-22, 4 ἀπάτη τοῦ πλούτου. The bewitchment or lure of riches. Cf. 

Judith 16-8 ἔλαβε στολὴν λινῆν εἰς ἀπάτησιν αὐτοῦ. 10-4 ἐκαλλωπίσατο 

σφόδρα εἰς ἀπάτησιν ὀφθαλμῶν. 13-16 ἠπάτησεν αὐτὸν τὸ πρόσωπόν μου 

εἰς ἀπώλειαν αὐτοῦ. XII Patr.Jos.9 κοσμουμένη πρὸς ἀπάτην pov. Jud. 

11-2 ἰδὼν αὐτὴν οἰνοχοοῦσαν ἠπατήθην (= ἐπλανήθην). Pallad.154 ἀπα- 

τᾶσθαι τῷ ταύτης κάλλει. The version the deceitfulness of riches ill 

comports with the context. 

13-25. ἐν τῷ καθεύδειν τοὺς ἀνθρώπους. The English version while 

men slept takes no account of the article. The proper interpretation, 

as pointed out long ago by Michaelis (see Meyer), is the men, i.e. the 

workmen, labourers, those who in v. 27 are referred to as οἱ δοῦλοι 

τοῦ οἰκοδεσπότου. Those who support while men slept argue that by 

such a phrase night is designated ; why cannot night be designated 

by while the men slept ? 
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13-52, πᾶς γραμματεὺς μαθητευθεὶς τῇ βασιλείᾳ τῶν οὐρανῶν ὅμοιός 

ἐστιν ἀνθρώπῳ οἰκοδεσπότῃ ὅστις ἐκβάλλει ἐκ τοῦ θησαυροῦ αὐτοῦ καινὰ 

καὶ παλαιά, What the context requires seems to me to be this: A 

man, having acquired the new faith, discards (ἐκβάλλει) from his 

convictions every obsolete Rabbinical notion, as a well-to-do man 

casts out of his rich store what he finds to be unclean and outworn. 

In the same way the fishermen cast out of their catch all bad and 

useless fish, and the angels expel the wicked from among the 

righteous. Therefore, instead of καινὰ I read κοινὰ, unclean. The tra- 

ditional reading, whether we take ἐκβάλλει as = brings forth or = 

casts out, is pointless ; what would be the object of οἰκοδεσπότης in 

bringing forth the whole of his amassed store, or why should he 

throw away the good with the bad ? 

γραμματεύς. I doubt its correctness. 

οἰκοδεσπότῃ. A man well-to-do. It is exactly the MGK νοικοκύρης = 

οἰκοκύριος. Βλάχος “οἰκοκύρης, homme de condition, qui est dans Vai- 

sance, aisé.’ 

ἐκβάλλει. Casts out ; cf. 48 ἔξω ἔβαλον. 

13-55. τέκτονος. It is not exact to specialize τέκτων as carpenter ; it 

means generally artisan, craftsman, the one who in Italian is called 

maestro and in MGk μάστορης, terms which include a carpenter, 

builder, shoemaker, blacksmith etc, whether he be a master or a 

simple journeyman. 
14-2. ἐνεργοῦσιν ἐν αὐτῷ. 1. 6. ἐνεργοῦσιν αὐτῷ ; see my note on πε- 

πληροφορημένων ἐν ὑμῖν of Lk 1-1. 
14-9. λυπηθεὶς ὃ βασιλεὺς, διὰ τοὺς ὅρκους καὶ τοὺς συνανακειμένους 

ἐπέτρεψεν δοθῆναι. Imitated from Dan.6-14, where it is said that, 

when Daniel was denounced, the King πολὺ ἐλυπήθη ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, but 

had to consent to his execution. Another imitation, but this of 

our passage, is in Act.Pau. et Thec.35 καὶ στυγνάσας ἐπέτρεψεν ὃ ἣγε- 

pov λέγων Ποίει ὃ βούλει. 
λυπηθείς. I. 6. καίπερ λυπηθείς. So Philem.8 παρρησίαν ἔχων ἐπιτάσ- 

σειν σοι, διὰ τὴν ἀγάπην μᾶλλον παρακαλῶ. Ken.Cyr.1-4-5 βουλόμενος 

ob δύναιτο παρέχειν. Plut.608b εἰ δέ τι βουλομένη οὐ πεποίηκας. 

14-18. φέρετέ μοι ὧδε αὐτούς. Clearly φέρετε is here an aorist. So 

is it in MGk, in which ἤνεγκον has died out. Jannaris § 996, 293 
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‘Since post-classical times popular speech has extended the stem 

φερ- to the future and aorist (cp. 903), 85: Moiris 261 οἶσε ᾿Αττικῶς, 

φέρε ἑλληνικῶς καὶ κοινῶς. So 2 Act.Pil.9-4 εἶπε τοῖς ὑπηρέταις αὐτοῦ 

ἀγαγεῖν ὕδωρ᾽ καὶ οὗτοι ἔφερον = ἤνεγκον. 
14-22. ἠνάγκασεν τοὺς μαθητὰς ἐμβῆναι εἰς τὸ πλοῖον. 1. 6. directed. 

See Moulton and Milligan’s Vocabulary and my note on Lk 14-28. 

Such appears also to be the meaning of ἠνάγκαζεν in Arist. Eq.507 

εἰ μέν τις ἀνὴρ τῶν ἀρχαίων κωμῳδοδιδάσκαλος ἡμᾶς ἠνάγκαζεν λέξοντας 

ἔπη πρὸς τὸ θέατρον παραβῆναι. Also προσαναγκάζῃ in 88ρ.611. 

15-13. φυτεία, The version plant 15 inaccurate ; it should be plan- 

tation in the narrow sense of vineyard, the κατ᾿ ἐξοχὴν plantation. 

As a demotic term for vineyard it is still extant ; BAdyos " φυτεία 

(δημοτικῶς) ἐπὶ ἀμπέλου [== applied to vineyard ].’ 

15-14. εἰς βόθυνον πεσοῦνται. Several witnesses record ἐμπεσοῦνται, 

which is a better lection though it is only mentioned on the mar- 

gin of WH’s edition. Cf. 12-11 ἐὰν ἐμπέσῃ cis βόθυνον. Lk 6-39 εἰς 

βόθυνον ἐμπεσοῦνται. 14-5 εἰς φρέαρ ἐμπεσεῖται. Exod.21-33 ἐὰν δέ τις 

ἀνοίξῃ λάκκον καὶ ἐμπέσῃ ἐκεῖ μόσχος. Ps.7-16 ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς βόθρον. 

Ecc.10-8 (Sir.27-26) 6 ὀρύσσων βόθρον εἰς αὐτὸν ἐμπεσεῖται. 15.24-18 

and Jer.31-44 ἐμπεσεῖται εἰς τὸν βόθυνον. 

15-33, πόθεν ἡμῖν ἐν ἐρημίᾳ ἄρτοι τοσοῦτοι ; From Num.11-13 πό- 

θεν μοι κρέα δοῦναι παντὶ τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ ; 

16-2. ὀψίας γενομένης λέγετε Εὐδία, πυρράζει γὰρ ὃ οὐρανός" καὶ πρωὶ 

Σήμερον χειμὼν, πυρράζει γὰρ στυγνάζψων ὃ οὐρανός. This would have 

coincided with the rhyme A red morning shepherd’s warning, a red 

night shepherd’s delight but for the addition στυγνάζων. For the sky 
cannot be said to be simultaneously fiery (which is the significa- 

tion of πυρράζει) and gloomy (στυγνός). In the place, therefore, of the 

second πυρράζει I would read χαράζει, dawns. Thus, the observer in 

the morning, looking up at the sky, would say The day breaks 

gloomily, we shall have foul weather, and this is what the context re- 

quires. 

The word χαράζει as an impersonal verb has been preserved in 

MGk, which also uses γλυκοχαράζει (perhaps from λύκη + χαράζει), 

χαράματα, γλυκοχαράματα, besides the nearly obsolete but delightful 

χαραυγὴ and χαραμέρι (felt as χαρὰ - αὐγὴ and χαρὰ - ἡμέρα). Βλάχος 

΄ 
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«χαράζει, lejour commence ἃ poindre ; le jour perce.’ And Sophocles in 

his Lexicon quotes an instance of this verb in the form χαράσσεται 

from as early a date as a.p. 582 “ τοῦ ὄρθρου χαρασσομένου, dawning.’ 

16-18, πύλαι ἄδου οὐ κατισχύσουσιν αὐτῆς. In accordance with Job 

38-17 ἀνοίγονται δέ σοι φόβῳ πύλαι θανάτου, πυλωροὶ δὲ ἄδου ἰδόντες σε 

ἔπτηξαν, instead οὗ πύλαι ἄδου our verse should read πυλωροὶ ἄδου, 

the rather as κατισχύσουσιν clearly implies a fight (cf. Acts 19-16 

κατακυριεύσας ἀμφοτέρων ἴσχυσεν κατ᾽ αὐτῶν = κατίσχυσεν αὐτῶν. Dan. 

(LXX)8-8 ὁ τράγος τῶν αἰγῶν κατίσχυσε σφόδρα), and the fight would 

not be with the gates but with the guards at the gate. But most 

probably πύλαι adov is due to a lapse of memory on the part of 

Matthew. 

16-24, εἴ τις θέλει ὀπίσω pou ἐλθεῖν, ἀπαρνησάσθω ἑαυτὸν καὶ ἀράτω 

τὸν σταυρὸν αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀκολουθείτω μοι’ ὃς γὰρ ἂν θέλῃ τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ 

σῶσαι ἀπολέσει αὐτὴν, ὃς ὃ᾽ ἂν ἀπολέσῃ τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ ἕνεκεν ἐμοῦ εὑ- 

ρήσει αὐτήν. An evident exhortation to martyrdom, such as was not 

infrequent in primitive Christianity. I have touched upon this sub- 

ject in my note on Rom.5-4. 

16-26. ἢ τί δώσει ἄνθρωπος ἀντάλλαγμα τῆς ψυχῆς αὐτοῦ ; This ques- 

tion can only imply that a man will give everything in exchange 

for his life; but as it stands it conveys the reverse meaning. The 

answer to the preceding question τί ὠφεληθήσεται ἄνθρωπος is οὐδέν; 

the parallel question τί δώσει, which is put in the same form, ne- 

cessitates the answer οὐδέν. The reply expected, however, is πᾶν, 

and to bring this response the question should have been put ina 

negative form, i.e. τί οὐ δώσει ; 

That there exists an error in the text is palpable. But I do not 

think that in this instance there has been the usual loss of the 

negative (see note on Mk 9-10). The meaning intended seems to be 

this: As it is no profit to a man if he win the whole world at the 

sacrifice of his life, so a man will accept nothing in exchange for 

his life. Which sense we obtain by correcting δώσει into δέξεται. 

This change thus modifies the question into one which, like the 

preceding clause, requires οὐδέν as an answer. The parallel clause 

in Mk 8-37 τί yap δώσει (or δοῖ) ἄνθρωπος ἀντάλλαγμα τῆς ψυχῆς αὐτοῦ 

was borrowed from Matthew after the corruption. 

N 
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ἀντάλλαγμα. Cf. Lycurg.Leocr.88 τὴν ἰδίαν ψυχὴν ἀντὶ τῆς κοινῆς 

σωτηρίας ἀντικαταλλάττεσθαι = τὴν ἰδίαν ψυχὴν δέχεσθαι ἀντάλλαγμα 

τῆς κοινῆς σωτηρίας. Arr. Epict.3-15 ἀντικαταλλάξασθαι τούτων ἀπάθειαν. 

17-4. καλόν ἐστιν ἡμᾶς ὧδε εἶναι. Le., μεῖναι ; see note on 2-13. 

17-12. ἐποίησαν ἐν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἠθέλησαν. They acted towards him 

according to their sweet will; see note on Mk 9-13. 

ἐν αὐτῷ = αὐτῷ ; see note on 14-2. 

17-17. ὦ γενεὰ ἄπιστος kai διεστραμμένη, ἕως πότε ἔσομαι μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ; 

ἕως πότε ἀνέξομαι ὑμῶν ; In the present state of the text it is hope- 

less to account for this rebuke in a manner at all plausible. There 

is, however, a variant ὦ γενεὰ πονηρὰ, and if that be the original 

reading, altered in accordance with διὰ τὴν ὀλιγοπιστίαν ὑμῶν of v. 20, 

and if ἕως πότε ἔσομαι μεθ ὑμῶν be an intrusion inspired by anti- 

Jewish animosity, the rebuke would fit well as one addressed to 

the evil spirits. 
ἕως πότε ἀνέξομαι ὑμῶν ; A reminiscence from Isa.46-4 ἀνέχομαι 

ὑμῶν. 
17-22. μέλλει ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοσθαι εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων. 

Instead of ἀνθρώπων, which is pointless, 1 read ἐθνῶν asis found in 

20-19. Mk 10-33. Lk 18-32. Acts 21-11. The corruption due to the 

fact of ἀνθρώπων often being compendiously written ANON, for 

which ἐθνῶν was misread. See note on 10-35. 

18-10. βλέπουσιν τὸ πρόσωπον τοῦ πατρός μου. See note on 16-23. 

18-23, διὰ τοῦτο. The reason is this, i.e. the following example will 

clear up the matter for you. Similarly διὰ τοῦτο stands by itself in 

Rom. 5-12. 1Cor.11-10. 

βασιλεῖ, ὃς ἠθέλησεν συνᾶραι λόγον μετὰ τῶν δούλων αὐτοῦ, ᾿Αρξαμένου 

δὲ αὐτοῦ συναίρειν, προσηνέχθη εἷς αὐτῷ ὀφειλέτης μυρίων ταλάντων. That 

any one should have conceived aslave debtor, or any debtor at all, 

of such a colossal sum as 10,000 talents, is incredible. In view of 

this Origen, as well as modern expositors, is driven to the expedi- 

ent of taking μυρίων as in a general way indicating a large sum. 

But in v. 28 the sum owing to the fellow-slave is specified, namely 

ἑκατὸν δηνάρια, and likewise the sum owing to the master must have 

been specified. The genuine lection has been preserved in a Latin 

version, and it is ἑκατόν. 
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18-30, ἀπελθὼν ἔβαλεν. The addition of ἀπελθὼν indicates the in- 

dignation or the disapproval of the narrator; see my note on Jn. 

12-11. 

19-3. εἰ ἔξεστιν ἀπολῦσαι τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ κατὰ πᾶσαν αἰτίαν. Cf. 

Philo, Κρϑο. μθρ.3-6 ἀνδρὸς ἀπαλλαγεῖσα γυνὴ καθ᾽ ἣν ἂν τύχῃ πρόφασιν. 

Deut.19-15 μαρτυρῆσαι κατὰ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ πᾶσαν αἰτίαν. Pausan.Phoc. 

32-6. Thue.5-1 κατὰ παλαιάν τινα αἰτίαν. 

19-11. οὐ πάντες χωροῦσιν τὸν λόγον τοῦτον, ἀλλ᾽ οἷς δέδοται. There is 

nothing recondite in what the Lord had just said to the Pharisees, 

namely, ds ἂν ἀπολύσῃ τὴν γυναῖκα αὐτοῦ εἰμὴ ἐπὶ πορνείᾳ Kal γαμήσῃ 

ἄλλην, μοιχᾶται, καὶ ὁ ἀπολελυμένην γαμήσας μοιχᾶται, Making it neces- 

sary to add that only a few specially favoured individuals could 

comprehend his words, as is the case in Mk 4-11 and Lk 8-10. Noris 

there any logical connection between that pronouncement and the 

subjoined case of eunuchs. There ought to be no doubt that vv. 11 

and 12 do not belong to this place. Some conclusive answer, how- 

ever, on the part of the Lord to the remark of the disciples (εἰ ov- 

tus ἐστὶν ἡ αἰτία τοῦ ἀνθρώπου μετὰ τῆς γυναικὸς, οὐ συμφέρει γαμῆσαι) 

is indispensable ; when it was lost, the gap was filled in anyhow. 

19-12, ὁ δυνάμενος χωρεῖν χωρείτω. He who is able to take it in, let 

him take it in. Cf. Aesch.Agam.39 ἐγὼ μαθοῦσιν αὐδῶ κοὐ μαθοῦσι λή- 

θομαι. Eur.1T.563 ὄλωλεν ds ὄλωλε τοῖσιν εἰδόσιν. For χωρεῖν = to com- 

prehend cf. Philosoph. 5-4-26 διὰ τὸ μὴ πάντας χωρεῖν τὴν ἀλήθειαν. 

Pseudo.Phocyl].83 οὐ χωρεῖ μεγάλην διδαχήν. 
The practice of self-mutilation by Christian fanatics must have 

spread alarmingly in Egypt, so that in the end the Roman autho- 

rities interfered and forbade it, as we are informed by Justin 1 Apol. 

29 ἤδη τις τῶν ἡμετέρων βιβλίδιον ἀνέδωκεν ἐν Ἀλεξανδρείᾳ Φήλικι Wye 

μονεύοντι ἀξιῶν (requesting) ἐπιτρέψαι ἰατρῷ τοὺς διδύμους αὐτοῦ ἀφε- 

λεῖν, ἄνευ γὰρ τῆς ἡγεμόνος ἐπιτροπῆς (= permission) τοῦτο πράττειν 

ἀπειρῆσθαι οἱ ἐκεῖ ἰατροὶ ἔλεγον. And possibly it is for fear of the au- 

thorities that our author only hints at the practice without giving 

any particulars as to names ete. 

19-16. διδάσκαλε, τί ἀγαθὸν ποιήσω iva ἔχω ζωὴν αἰώνιον ; Ὁ δὲ εἶπεν 

αὐτῷ Τί με ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ; Εἷς ἐστιν 6 ἀγαθός. Copied ina de- 

formed state from Lk 18-18 διδάσκαλε ἀγαθὲ, τί ποιήσας ζωὴν αἰώνιον 
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κληρονομήσω ; Εἶπεν δὲ αὐτῷ ὁ Ἰησοῦς Τί με λέγεις ἀγαθόν ; Οὐδεὶς ἀγα- 

θὸς εἰμὴ εἷς, θεός. I explain in my note on that passage that what 

Luke places in the Lord’s mouth is probably a far-off echoing of 

the Gnostic controversy respecting a θεὸς ἀγαθὸς and a θεὸς δίκαιος. 

iva ἔχω. Several Mss exhibit σχῶ, which appearsa classicism. In 

my note on Rom.1-13 I have shown by numerous instances ex- 

tending to classical times that ἔχειν is often equivalent to σχεῖν, 

λαβεῖν. See also my notes on Jn 5-39.14-21. But, as I remark in 

that note, classical purists have occasionally tampered with the 

present and imperfect forms changing ἔχω and εἶχον into σχῶ and 

ἔσχον. Additional examples are Mk 14-8 and 1Jn 2-28, where the 

readings fluctuate between εἶχεν-ἔχωμεν and ἔσχεν-σχῶμεν. In Gal. 

2-4 ἔχομεν is a misreading of εἴχομεν = ἔσχομεν, ἐλάβομεν. 

19-22. ἦν γὰρ ἔχων κτήματα πολλά. The Syr.Sinaiticus apparently 

found κτήματα καλά. For καλὸς = πολὺς or μέγας ef. Gen.15-15 τρα- 

φεὶς ἐν γήρᾳ καλῷ. XII Patr.Iss.7-9 ἀπέθανεν ἐν γήρει καλῷ. Arist. Eq. 

928 δώσεις ἐμοὶ καλὴν δίκην. Even in Hom.2290 κειμήλια καλὰ the 

meaning of καλὰ is πολλά. Compare a good deal, ete. 

20-2. συμφωνήσας ἐκ δηναρίου. Weiss ‘mit ἐξ zur Bezeichnung 

des Punktes, von dem aus man zur Vereinbarung kam.’ Not so; 

ἐκ simply stands in a distributive sense. Similarly ἀπὸ with the 

genitive, which in so many functions has replaced ἐκ, is now ex- 

clusively employed with the accusative in place of the classical ἀνά ; 

see Jannaris § 1515. 

20-3. ἐξελθών. Ὁ διεξελθών. Was this perhaps originally β΄ ἐξελθὼν 

meant for δεύτερον ἐξελθὼν, but misread as δὶς ἐξελθὼν and finally 

as διεξελθών ὃ For Origen (see Tischendorf) says τοὺς ἀργοὺς εὗρε 
δευτέρως ἐξελθών. 

20-15. ἢ ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου πονηρός ἐστιν ὅτι ἐγὼ ἀγαθός εἰμι ; Bloom- 

field was no doubt correct in explaining that ὀφθαλμὸς πονηρὸς 

means an envious eye ; but even granted that the words are so used, 

I do not see that they make the sentence logical. For the drift would 

then be : Is your eye envious because I am generous ? or Are you envious 

because I am generous ? Such a question clashes with common sense. 

A man does not acquire an envious nature because he sees a good 

action ; but being already envious, he hates to see generosity. Nor 
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are matters improved by assuming that the text signifies: Are you 

envious of my good action ? Because (1) Greek would have expressed 

this sense by γίνεται and not ἐστὶν, and (2) one envies the recipient 

of a gift but not the giver. 

The text I believe originally read μισθὸς, and not ὀφθαλμός. If 

so, the sentence was perfect and expressed exactly what one would 

have expected under the circumstances narrated. The employer 

would then reason thus : My friend, I do thee no injustice, since I 

pay thee according to our agreement ; if I choose to be generous 

to others, that is no business of thine, nor does it make my pay- 

ment to thee (ὃ μισθός cov) wrong. 

A similar error exists in XII Patr.Iss.4-6 πάντα δρᾷ (perhaps δρᾷ) 

ἐν εὐθύτητι καρδίας, μὴ ἐπιδεχόμενος ὀφθαλμοὺς πονηροὺς ἀπὸ τῆς πλάνης 

τοῦ κόσμου, where the right reading must be μισθοὺς, gains. ᾿Οφ- 

θαλμοὺς πονηροὺς instead of ὀφθαλμὸν πονηρὸν by itself discloses the 

error. 
ὃ θέλω ποιῆσαι ἐν τοῖς ἐμοῖς. 1. 6. τοῖς ἐμοῖς, instrumentally ; see my 

note on 14-2. 
20-23, τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν μου καὶ ἐξ εὐωνύμων οὔκ ἐστιν ἐμὸν δοῦ- 

ναι ἀλλ᾽ οἷς ἡτοίμασται. See my remarks on Mk 10-40. 

20-28. δοῦναι τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ λύτρον ἀντὶ πολλῶν. See my note on 

Mk 10-45. 

21-1. εἰς Βηθφαγὴ πρὸς τὸ ὄρος. Near or by the mount. Cf. 4-1 6 ὄχλος 

πρὸς THY θάλασσαν ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἦσαν. Mt 3-10 ἡ ἀξίνη πρὸς τὴν ῥίζαν τῶν 

δένδρων κεῖται. Most Mss by far give πρὸς τὸ ὄρος and are supported 

by the parallel passages in Mark and Luke ; still, in spite of this 

overwhelming evidence in favour of πρὸς, some editors of the 

B school adopt the B reading εἰς τὸ ὄρος ; that is really going 

too far. 

21-28. ἄνθρωπος εἶχεν τέκνα δύο. Both here and at v. 33 ἄνθρωπος 

ἣν οἰκοδεσπότης a fair number of Mss read ἄνθρωπός τις. Here the ad- 

dition of τις seems preferable, and at v. 33 it is even indispensable. 

In both places I believe the indefinite pronoun took the form of 

εἷς, which being expressed by the letter A in front of ΑΝΘΡΩ͂ΠΟΣ 

could easily have been overlooked, Cf. 8-19 προσελθὼν els γραμμα- 

revs. 9-18 ἰδοὺ ἄρχων εἷς ἐλθὼν προσεκύνει. In Mk 14-51 εἷς τις νεανί- 
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oxos is an evident conflation of εἷς νεανίσκος and a learned correction 

νεανίσκος τις. 

21-33. οἰκοδεσπότης. Weil-to-do man ; see note on 13-52. 

21-35. ὃν μὲν ἔδειραν, ὃν δὲ ἀπέκτειναν, ὃν δὲ ἐλιθοβόλησαν. ΒΥ ἃ ποῦ 

uncommon ingenuity, which, in a determination not to question 

the absolute impeccability of the traditional text, strives to explain 

away every impossibility, some expositors account for the addition 

of ἐλιθοβόλησαν after ἀπέκτειναν by assuming that stoning was a 

particularly atrocious form of slaying; whereas it was the legal 

Jewish method of execution. I hold ὃν δὲ ἐλιθοβόλησαν to be 

spurious ; it does not figure in the parallel passage Mk 12-5. 

22-7. ὃ δὲ βασιλεὺς ὠργίσθη, καὶ πέμψας τὰ στρατεύματα αὐτοῦ ἀπώ- 

λεσεν τοὺς φονεῖς ἐκείνους καὶ τὴν πόλιν αὐτῶν ἐνέπρησεν. An incon- 

gruous accretion occasioned by the fact that the host in v. 2 is 

called a king ; see my notes on 7-19 and Mk 9-37. For how is it 

rational to say that, whilst the feast was ready, it was held over 

until an army could be sent and a city burnt down? 
22-9. πορεύεσθε οὖν ἐπὶ τὰς διεξόδους τῶν ὁδῶν, Kal obs ἂν εὕρητε Ka- 

λέσατε εἰς τοὺς γάμους. Καὶ ἐξελθόντες οἱ δοῦλοι ἐκεῖνοι εἰς τὰς ὁδοὺς 

συνήγαγον πάντας. The servants are commanded to proceed to what 

are called in Ezek.48-30 αἱ διεκβολαὶ τῆς πόλεως. For, owing to the 

cities being walled round and their streets excessively narrow from 

overpopulation and overbuilding, the market-places, where the 

people congregated, were outside the gates. Cf. Gen.34-20 ἦλθε δὲ 

Ἐμμὼρ καὶ Συχὲμ, ὁ vids αὐτοῦ πρὸς τὴν πύλην τῆς πόλεως αὐτῶν Kal ἐλά- 

λησαν πρὸς τοὺς ἄνδρας τῆς πόλεως. Prov.1-20 σοφία ἐν ἐξόδοις ὑμνεῖ- 

ται, ἐπὶ δὲ πύλαις πόλεως θαρροῦσα λέγει. Jer.19-2 ἐξελεύσῃ εἰς τὸ πολυ- 

άνδριον (= congregation), ὅ ἐστιν ἐπὶ τῶν προθύρων πύλης. Job 29-7 ἐξ- 

ἐπορευόμην ὄρθριος ἐν πύλῃ (So Dr Friliggos, Mss πόλει), ἐν δὲ πλατείαις 

ἐτίθετό μου ὃ δίφρος. Ezek.16-25 ἐπ᾽ ἀρχῆς (= διεξόδου) πάσης ὁδοῦ ᾧκο- 

δόμησας τὰ πορνεῖά σου. It is from out of the motley crowd collected 

in the market-places in front of the city gates at the exits of the 

streets that the servants were to invite guests to the feast. 

εἰς τὰς ὁδούς. 1.6. cis τὰς διεξόδους τῶν ὁδῶν. 

22-10. συνήγαγον πάντας ὅσους εὗρον, πονηρούς τε καὶ ἀγαθοὺς, καὶ ἐπλή- 

σθη ὁ γάμος ἀνακειμένων. 11 Εἰσελθὼν δὲ ὁ βασιλεὺς θεάσασθαι τοὺς 



XXII XXIII ST MATTHEW 95 

ἀνακειμένους εἶδεν ἐκεῖ ἄνθρωπον οὐκ ἐνδεδυμένον ἔνδυμα γάμου, 12 καὶ 

λέγει αὐτῷ Ἑταῖρε, πῶς εἰσῆλθες ὧδε μὴ ἔχων ἔνδυμα γάμου ; Ὁ δὲ ἐφι- 

μώθη. 18 Τότε ὁ βασιλεὺς εἶπε τοῖς διακόνοις Δήσαντες αὐτοῦ πόδας καὶ 

χεῖρας ἐκβάλετε αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ σκότος τὸ ἐξώτερον᾽ ἐκεῖ ἔσται ὁ κλαυθμὸς 

καὶ ὁ βρυγμὸς τῶν ὁδόντων. 14 Πολλοὶ γάρ εἶσιν κλητοὶ, ὀλίγοι δὲ ἐκλεκτοί. 

It is clear that vv. 11 to 14 are an additional accretion, for since 

people indiscriminately had been invited to the feast, there was 

no occasion for any surprise if not only one but many turned up 

who could not be attired in gala raiments. The reason for the ad- 

dition was that γάμος was mentioned, and this was sufficient for 

a scribe to insert a passage from another work, in which he re- 

membered that γάμος was mentioned. See note on 22-7, 

22-10. ἀνακειμένων. Of those reclining at meat, messmates. The 

interpretation of guests is paraphrastic. 

22-16, οὐ μέλει σοι περὶ οὐδενός. Thou art not intimidated by any- 
thing, thou dost thy work fearlessly ; see my note on Mk 12-14. 

Apoe.3-17. 

22-34, of δὲ Φαρισαῖοι, ἀκούσαντες ὅτι ἐφίμωσεν τοὺς Σαδδουκαίους, 

συνήχθησαν ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό. Ὁ and several versions, including the Syr. 

Sinaiticus, record the variant ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν, which is well worth con- 

sideration, for it indicates the hostile intention with which the 

Pharisees surrounded the Lord. Cf. 27-27 συνήγαγον ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν ὅλην 

τὴν σπεῖραν. Jud.7-23 ἐπισυνήχθησαν πᾶς ὁ λαὸς ἐπὶ Ὀζίαν. Ps. 30-14 

ἐν τῷ συναχθῆναι αὐτοὺς ἅμα ἐπ᾽ ἐμὲ, τοῦ λαβεῖν τὴν ψυχήν μου ἐβουλεύ- 

σαντο. Mich.4-11 ἐπισυνήχθησαν ἐπὶ σὲ ἔθνη πολλά. Dan.Bel 29 ἐπι- 

συνήχθη ὃ ὄχλος τῆς χώρας ἐπ᾿ αὐτόν. 
23-15. περιάγετε τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ τὴν ξηρὰν ποιῆσαι ἕνα προσήλυτον, 

καὶ ὅταν γένηται, ποιεῖτε αὐτὸν υἱὸν γεέννης διπλότερον ὑμῶν. The ver- 

sion ye make him twofold more the child of hell than yourselves is not 

correct. As ἁπλοῦς means ἀγαθὸς, good (cf. 6-22 ἐὰν οὖν ὁ ὀφθαλμός 

σου ἁπλοῦς ἢ... ἐὰν δὲ ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου πονηρὸς ἢ, Where ἁπλοῦς stands 

in antithesis to πονηρὸς), so διπλοῦς must mean πονηρὸς, bad ; there- 

fore διπλότερον must signify χείρονα, worse, and not twice as bad. 

Moreover, it seems to me that the more likely thing for the Lord 

to have said was that an idolater is bad enough, but that, when 

the Pharisees take him in hand, they deteriorate instead of im- 
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proving him ; if so, the original lection must have been not ὑμῶν 

but ἑαυτοῦ, which according to a well-known idiom signifies than 

he was before. 

23-16, ὃς δ᾽ ἂν ὀμόσῃ ἐν τῷ χρυσῷ τοῦ ναοῦ ὀφείλει. Here again the 

version οὗ ὀφείλει by is a debtor (or bound by his oath) is erroneous ; 

it should be sins, as ὀφειλέτης = ἁμαρτωλὸς, and the Syr.Sinaiticus 

translates accordingly. No doubt Septuagintisms. The idea is: A 

man should not swear at all, it being a sin to do so in any form, 

whereas the Pharisees laid it down that merely to swear by the 

temple was no binding oath, it becoming such, and therefore en- 

tailing a sin, when it was taken by the gold of the temple. 

23-23. τὴν κρίσιν καὶ τὸν ἔλεον. Cf. Ps.32-5 ἐλεημοσύνην καὶ κρίσιν. 

Hos. 2-19 ἐν κρίματι καὶ ἐν ἐλέει. 12-6 ἔλεον καὶ κρίσιν. The meaning 

of κρίσις is the same as δικαιοσύνη ; cf. Ezek.18-19 and 18-21 δικαιο- 

σύνην καὶ ἔλεος. The AV translates it by judgment, which is vague ; 

besides, it is unlikely that among the things inculcated δικαιοσύνη 

would have been left out. 

23-25. καθαρίζετε τὸ ἔξωθεν τοῦ ποτηρίου Kal τῆς παροψίδος, ἔσωθεν 

δὲ γέμουσιν ἐξ ἁρπαγῆς καὶ ἀκρασίας. The simile was perhaps sug- 

gested by the Jewish belief that hollow earthen vessels were not 

susceptible of defiling from the outside, though they were from 

the inside. See Schiirer 2-2-28-3, 

ἀκρασίας. A variant πλεονεξίας as a parallel to ἁρπαγῆς seems more 
suitable. 

23-30. εἰ ἤμεθα. If we were living ; see note on 2-18. 

23-32, ὑμεῖς πληρώσετε (so B and some other witnesses) τὸ μέτρον 

τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν. The Pharisees admit that they are descendants 
of murderers, and on the principle that the sins of fathers are 

inherited by the sons (ef. Num.14-18 ἀποδιδοὺς ἁμαρτίας πατέρων 

ἐπὶ τέκνα), they shall be made to pay for the guilt of those mur- 

derers. The passage appears to be a reminiscence of Lev.26-39 oi 

καταλειφθέντες ἀφ᾽ ὑμῶν καταφθαρήσονται διὰ τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν καὶ διὰ 

τὰς ἁμαρτίας τῶν πατέρων αὐτῶν. 

πληρώσετε. Ye shall pay. For this sense οὗ πληρῶ see my note on 
Acts 21-26, where I explain that πληρώνω in MGk is a specific 

term for to pay, and further refer to Herwerden, Lexicon Graecum 
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Suppletorium ‘Aypoiv, (pecuniam) reddere. IGSI 956,° and to 
Philostr. Apoll.6-2 ἐράνου πλήρωσιν = subscription to a club (Cony- 
beare). I presume that, as this signification was rare in that Hellen- 
istic period, πληρώσετε was misunderstood and so changed to πληρώ- 
gate = ἐκπληρώσατε, Which is now the reading of almost all Mss. 

τὸ μέτρον τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν. What should have been meted out to 
your fathers. Cf. 4 Kings 21-13 ἐκτενῶ ἐπὶ Ἱερουσαλὴμ. τὸ μέτρον Σα- 

μαρίας, I shall extend to Jerusalem as much as should be meted out to 
Samaria. 

23-34, ἀποστέλλω πρὸς ὑμᾶς προφήτας καὶ σοφοὺς καὶ γραμματεῖς. 

The laudation of both σοφοὶ and γραμματεῖς implied in this passage 

is inconsistent with the spirit of the Gospels; cf. 11-25 ἀπέκρυψας 

ταῦτα ἀπὸ σοφῶν καὶ συνετῶν καὶ ἀπεκάλυψας αὐτὰ νηπίοις, and various 

other passages. It would accord with the evangelical spirit if in- 

stead of προφήτας καὶ σοφοὺς καὶ γραμματεῖς (a variant according to 

Tischendorf omits σοφοὺς and another according to vSoden omits 

γραμματεῖς) the original was προφήτας καὶ ἁγίους. The combined 

execution of προφητῶν καὶ ἁγίων is likewise denounced as an excep- 

tionally heinous crime in Apoc.16-6 αἷμα ἁγίων καὶ προφητῶν ἐξέχεαν. 

18-24 αἵματα ἁγίων καὶ προφητῶν εὑρέθη. These two classes are further 

joined together in Apoc.11-18 τοῖς προφήταις καὶ τοῖς ἁγίοις and 18- 

20 οἱ ἅγιοι Kat of ἀπόστολοι καὶ οἱ προφῆται. 

23-35. ὅπως ἔλθῃ ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς πᾶν αἷμα δίκαιον ἐκχυνόμενον ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. 

Since it is not the guilt of the present murders nor of those to be 

committed hereafter which shall recoil on the present genera- 

tion, but the guilt of those committed in the past, ἐκχυνόμενον must 

stand for the perfect ἐκκεχυμένον. See my note on Mk 14-40 and on 

Lk 7-8. 
ὅπως ἔλθῃ ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς πᾶν αἷμα. Cf. Dan(LXX).Suz.52 ἥκασί cov (per- 

haps σοι) αἱ ἁμαρτίαι ἃς ἐποίεις. 

28-87. Ἱερουσαλὴμ Ἱερουσαλὴμ, ἡ ἀποκτείνουσα τοὺς προφήτας καὶ λιθο- 

βολοῦσα τοὺς ἀποσταλμένους πρὸς αὐτὴν, ποσάκις ἠθέλησα ἐπισυναγα- 

γεῖν τὰ τέκνα σου. The words πρὸς αὐτὴν are rendered in the RV by to 

her, which in truth is their proper translation. But it is extremely 

awkward that the apostrophe should thus immediately after start- 

ing lose its apostrophic form and lapse into narrative, and then as 

0 
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suddenly revert to its original style. If, however, we only change 

the breathing of αὐτὴν and write αὑτὴν, we shall obtain what we 

should have expected and actually find in the Vulgate, the AV, 

and Luther, i. e. to thee. See Jannaris § 546 and 1406, who traces 

the substitution of the third person of the reflexive for the first and 

second persons to classical times. Such is the breathing in the Ms 

M, recorded by Tischendorf but missed by van Soden. The same 

treatment required in Jn 14-11 πιστεύετέ μοι ὅτι ἐγὼ ἐν τῷ πατρὶ καὶ 

ὃ πατὴρ ἐν ἐμοί: εἰ δὲ μὴ, διὰ τὰ ἔργα αὑτοῦ (= ἐμοῦ) πιστεύετέ μοι, and 
20-18 ἑώρακα τὸν κύριον καὶ ταῦτα εἶπεν αὑτῇ (= ἐμοί). The reading 

αὐτὰ in Jn 14-11 is an evident device for getting over the difficulty 

of αὐτοῦ. We should probably find this usage oftener in our texts 

if it were not for classical manipulation. In 9-3 the reading varies 

between ἑαυτοῖς and airois; in Lk 1-24 and 1-66 between ἑαυτῶν 

and αὐτῶν. 

23-38, ἀφίεται ὑμῖν ὁ οἶκος ὑμῶν. So BL and two versions ; all other 

Mss add ἔρημος. I have explained in my note on the parallel pas- 

sage Lk 13-35 that this addition is due to misunderstanding ἀφίε- 

ται, Which was taken to mean is left whereas it means ἐγκαταλεί- 

πεται, is being forsaken. But whether it travelled from Matthew to 

Luke or the other way about cannot be determined ; probably from 

Luke to Matthew. The translation of ὑμῖν by unto you, or to your 

own disposal as Meyer puts it, is wrong ; it is an ethic dative. 

ὃ οἶκος ὑμῶν. The whole Jewish nation is meant. Cf. οἶκος Ἰσραήλ. 

24-3, τοῦ ὄρους τῶν ἐλαιῶν. Originally I presume it was τοῦ ὄρους 

᾿Ἐλεὼν, and so do we find it as a variant (ἐλεῶν) in XII Patr.Neph. 
5. So Γεδεὼν ᾿Ελὼν Χεβρὼν ete. 

24-7, λιμοὶ καὶ λοιμοί. Most documents omit λοιμοί. But plague 

was one of the calamities most dreaded in old times in the Le- 
vant—it continued to rage almost endemically until quite recent 
times—and it is hardly likely that it would have been forgotten 
in this enumeration of evils, especially as λιμὸς and λοιμὸς are SO 
frequently linked together. Cf. Lk 21-11. XII Patr.Jud.23. Orac. 
Sib.3-4 269 540. Tert.Apol.26 fames et lues, ete. See my note on 
Rom.8-35. 

24-14, κηρυχθήσεται τοῦτο τὸ εὐαγγέλιον τῆς βασιλείας ἐν ὅλῃ τῇ οἰ- 
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κουμένῃ εἰς μαρτύριον πᾶσιν τοῖς ἔθνεσιν, καὶ τότε ἥξει τὸ τέλος. All com- 

mentators, ancient and modern alike, have failed to grasp the im- 

port of this passage,which to me seems plain. It is that, when the 

Gospel will have been preached in all the world and all the heathen 

nations, having adhered to it, will have secured a testimony in their 

favour before the judgment-seat so that all may be saved, then the 

end will come. See my note on Rom.11-27. 

24-19. οὐαὶ δὲ ταῖς ἐν γαστρὶ ἐχούσαις καὶ ταῖς θηλαζούσαις. Instead 

of mothers being twice but no children threatened with the im- 

pending woe, the following quotations, in which a catastrophe is 

alluded to, show that children must have been included among 

the victims ; therefore the original reading was not ταῖς θηλαζούσαις 

but rots θηλάζουσι. 1 Kings 15-3 ἀποκτενεῖς ἀπὸ ἀνδρὸς καὶ ἕως γυναικὸς, 

καὶ ἀπὸ νηπίου ἕως θηλάζοντος. 22-19 ἐπάταξεν ἀπὸ ἀνδρὸς ἕως γυναικὸς, 

ἀπὸ νηπίου ἕως θηλάζοντος. 4 Kings 8-12 τὰ νήπια αὐτῶν ἐνσείσεις καὶ 

τὰς ἐν γαστρὶ ἐχούσας αὐτῶν ἀναρρήξεις. Jud.16-5 τοὺς νεανίσκους μου 

ἀνελεῖν καὶ τὰ θηλάζοντά μου θήσειν εἰς ἔδαφος καὶ τὰ νήπιά μου δώσειν 

εἰς προνομὴν καὶ τὰς παρθένους μου σκυλεῦσαι. Jer.51-7 ἵνα τί ὑμεῖς ποιεῖς 

τε κακὰ μεγάλα ἐπὶ ψυχαῖς ὑμῶν, ἐκκόψαι ὑμῶν ἄνθρωπον καὶ γυναῖκα, 

νήπιον καὶ θηλάζοντα ἐκ μέσου Ἰούδα ; Lament.2-11 ἐταράχθη ἡ καρδία 

μου ἐπὶ τὸ σύντριμμα τῆς θυγατρὸς λαοῦ μου ἐν τῷ ἐκλείπειν νήπιον καὶ 

θηλάζοντα. Ezek.9-6 πρεσβύτερον καὶ νεανίσκον καὶ παρθένον καὶ νήπια 

καὶ γυναῖκας ἀποκτείνατε. Gen.32-11 μή ποτε ἐλθὼν πατάξῃ με καὶ μη- 

τέρα ἐπὶ τέκνοις. Hos.14-16 τὰ ὑποτίτθια αὐτῶν ἐδαφισθήσονται καὶ αἱ ἐν 

γαστρὶ ἔχουσαι αὐτῶν διαρραγήσονται. In fact, this last passage I be- 

lieve has suggested our Evangelist’s description. My conjecture 

τοῖς θηλάζουσιν is made safe by Origen’s remark ‘in multis exem- 

plaribus scriptum est vae sugentibus.’ 
24-28. ὅπου γὰρ ἐὰν ἢ τὸ πτῶμα, ἐκεῖ συναχθήσονται οἱ ἀετοί. Appa- 

rently a proverb. Its application to the present case seems to be 

this ; The son of man shall reveal himself with the suddenness of 

a flash of lightning as inevitably as wherever there is a carcase 

(ψευδοπροφῆται) eagles sweep down to tear it up. 

24-40, εἷς παραλαμβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται. . . pla παραλαμβάνεται 

καὶ μία ἀφίεται. The position is that of a man who, being obliged 

to take to flight, is just allowed time to take away with him to 
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safety half his slaves. Cf. Zech.14-2 ἐξελεύσεται τὸ ἥμισυ τῆς πόλεως 

ἐν αἰχμαλωσίᾳ, of δὲ κατάλοιποι τοῦ λαοῦ μου οὐ μὴ ἐξολοθρευθῶσιν. 

24-51. διχοτομήσει αὐτὸν καὶ τὸ μέρος αὐτοῦ μετὰ τῶν ὑποκριτῶν θήσει. 

The bad slave had just been described as exceedingly violent and 

dissolute ; and how can such a man be regarded as nothing worse 

than a hypocrite? or how can a hypocrite, however contemptible 

his character, be regarded as an abandoned criminal who deserves 

execution ? I suggest κατακρίτων, those condemned to death. The mis- 

creant slave shall be cut in two and his corpse thrown away upon 

that infamous heap, where the corpses of men executed are thrown 

(see Renan, Jés. p. 445) for jackals and vultures to devour them. 

Cf. Heliod.Aeth.7-25 βαρβαρικαῖς ἐκκείμεθα αἰκίαις, τοῖς κατακρίτοις 
ἐναριθμούμενοι. 

25-1. παρθένοις. 1. 6, παιδίσκαις, maids, servants, analogous to νεώ- 

τεροι of Acts 5-6, where see my note. 

25-14, ὥσπερ γὰρ ἄνθρωπος ἀποδημῶν ἐκάλεσεν. Read ὥσπερ yap av 

ἄνθρωπος κτλ. See note on Mk 13-34. The syntax is : ὅμοιον γάρ ἐστιν 
ὥσπερ ἂν ἐκάλεσε. 

25-16. εἰργάσατο ἐν αὐτοῖς. 1.6. αὐτοῖς, instrumentally ; see note on 
20-15 ἐν τοῖς ἐμοῖς. 

25-17. ὡσαύτως 6 τὰ δύο ἐκέρδησεν ἄλλα δύο. There is no point in 

representing the second servant as acting in exactly the same way 

as the first did. But in the Gospel according to the Hebrews (see 

Preuschen’s Antilegomena p. 6) one of the servants squanders his 

master’s money μετὰ πορνῶν καὶ αὐλητρίδων, and such must have been 
the primitive story. 

25-21. χαράν. Paspati points out that χαρὰ, as in MGk (in the 
plural), means γάμος, wedding. 

25-36. ἠσθένησα καὶ ἐπεσκέψασθέ pe, ἐν φυλακῇ ἤμην καὶ ἤλθατε πρός 

με. XIT Patr.Jos.1 gives ἐν φυλακῇ ἤμην καὶ ὁ σωτὴρ ἐχαρίτωσέ με. 

I believe that ἐχαρίτωσέ με, obtained my reprieve, were the words in 

the work from which both authors drew, for ἤλθατε πρός με Says 
nothing different to ἐπεσκέψασθέ με, besides only being appropriate 
to the case of those who are either sick or in mourning. 

26-6. τοῦ δὲ ᾿Ιησοῦ γενομένου ἐν Βηθανίᾳ ἐν οἰκίᾳ Σίμωνος τοῦ λεπροῦ. 
Ithoroughly disbelieve either that any people gathered in the house 
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of a leper, or that the Evangelist could have imagined such an ex- 

traordinary occurrence as possible. For (1) Jews, and all ancient 

peoples, felt the most pitiless loathing of lepers, and (2) the Evan- 

gelists took great pains to demonstrate that Jesus throughout never 

came into contact with anything unclean (see my notes on Jn 12- 

15 and 19-34). The expedient of getting over the difficulty which 

such expounders as I have consulted adopt, namely, that Simon 

had formerly been a leper but must have been cured by the Lord, 

is poor, and no doubt was suggested by such passages as 8-3 ete. 

‘When did this cure take place ? how is it that it has not been re- 

corded when other such cures have? Perhaps τοῦ μικροῦ = the 

younger; οἵ, Mk 15-40 Ἰακώβου τοῦ μικροῦ. A correspondent has 

suggested to me that λεπροῦ is a corruption of Πέτρου. 

26-18. πρὸς τὸν δεῖνα. Probably Mark meant ; see note on Mk 

11-3. The preposition signifies to the house of. 

26-25. ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ ᾿Ιούδας ὁ παραδιδοὺς αὐτὸν εἶπε Μήτι ἐγώ εἶμι, 

Ῥαββί; Λέγει αὐτῷ Σὺ εἶπας. A very unskilful interpolation. When 

the Lord answered in v. 23 6 ἐμβάψρς per ἐμοῦ τὴν χεῖρα ἐν τῷ τρυ- 

βλίῳ, οὗτός pe παραδώσει, he spoke evasively, since all the disciples 

in the Oriental fashion were dipping their sippets in the same 

dish ; but now the Lord’s answer to Judas contradicts v. 23, for it 

is quite outspoken as to Judas being the intending betrayer. 

σὺ εἶπας. 1. 6. yes; see my note on Mk 15-2. 

26-28. τοῦτο γάρ ἐστιν τὸ αἷμά pou τῆς καινῆς διαθήκης. Some editors, 

following B and ἃ few other documents, omit καινῆς. But it is in- 

dispensable, so that a contradistinction may be emphasized to 

Exod.24-8 ἰδοὺ τὸ αἷμα τῆς διαθήκης ἧς διέθετο κύριος πρὸς ὑμᾶς. By a 

plain τῆς διαθήκης the Mosaic Law would have been understood. I 

presume καινῆς was discarded by those theologians who would not 

admit that any other διαθήκη existed save the one delivered by 

Christ. 

26-37. ἤρξατο λυπεῖσθαι καὶ ἀδημονεῖν᾽ τότε λέγει αὐτοῖς Περίλυπός 

ἐστιν ἡ ψυχή μου ἕως θανάτου. From Jon.4-8 ὠλιγοψύχησε καὶ ἀπελέ- 

γετο τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτοῦ... καὶ εἶπε Σφόδρα λελύπημαι ἐγὼ ἕως θανάτου. 

26-41. τὸ μὲν πνεῦμα πρόθυμον, ἡ δὲ σὰρξ ἀσθενής. A sentence uncon- 

nected with the preceding γρηγορεῖτε καὶ προσεύχεσθε ἵνα μὴ εἰσελ- 
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Onre εἰς πειρασμόν. In fact, expressing as it does an excuse for the 

sleep of the disciples, it is contradictory to the Lord’s complaint 

of their want of vigilance. It was, I have no doubt, a marginal com- 

ment upon the interrogation οὐκ ἰσχύσατε μίαν ὥραν γρηγορῆσαι μετ᾽ 

ἐμοῦ, and it submitted that, though the disciples would fain have 

kept vigilant, their fatigue forced them to sleep. The same sentence 

exists in Mk 14-38, whither it must have travelled from Matthew. 

26-49, προσελθὼν τῷ Ἰησοῦ εἶπεν Χαῖρε ‘PaBBt, καὶ κατεφίλησεν αὐτόν. 

Contrary to what is generally believed, there was nothing special 

in the famous kiss of Judas. Because to kiss on meeting after an 

absence more or less prolonged, such as is implied in this episode, 

was customary among friends both with the Jews and the Greeks. 

Cf. Exod. 4-27 συνήντησεν αὐτῷ ἐν τῷ ὄρει καὶ κατεφίλησαν (Moses and 

Aaron) ἀλλήλους. Xen. Cyr. 1-4-28 ἣ καὶ ἐν Πέρσαις νόμος (custom) ἐστὶν 

οὗτος συγγενεῖς φιλεῖν ; Μάλιστα, φάναι, ὅταν γε ἴδωσιν ἀλλήλους διὰ 

χρόνου. The custom continued among the Greeks until quite recent 

times. George Sandys, A Relation of a Journey begun a.p. 1610, 

p. 79 ‘and so likewise the Greeks kiss in their salutations after a 

long absence.’ It is pretty usual even at the present time. 

26-50. ἑταῖρε, ἐφ᾽ ὃ πάρει. To treat ἐφ᾽ ὃ πάρει as an interrogation 

is inadmissible in Greek ; Meyer ‘the relative ὃ is never used in 

direct (Lobeck,Phryn. p. 57), but only in an indirect question.’ 

The Greek would require τί or τί ὅτι or ἐπὶ or εἰς τί. Cf. 14-31 εἰς τί 

ἐδίστασας ; Acts 10-21 ris ἡ αἰτία δι’ ἣν πάρεστε ; The explanation ad- 

vanced by Euthymios ‘ δι᾿ ὃ παραγέγονας, ἤγουν τὸ κατὰ σαυτὸν πράττε 

τοῦ προσχήματος ἀφιέμενος,᾽ is ingenious and grammatically possi- 

ble; but, unless such a phrase was usual and idiomatic, for which 

there is no evidence, it could not have been understood without 

the addition of ποίησον, and why would the Evangelist have left it 
out? 

I believe that E® was originally written EY, well, the pronun- 

ciation of which in MGk is identical and could not have been dis- 

similar at the time when the Gospels were framed. In fact, in 

inscriptions of the year B.c. 120 we find ἀπελέφτερος and ἐπίστεφσε ; 

see Jannaris ὃ 51. If, misled by the similarity of sound, a copyist 

writing from dictation put down ἘΦ instead of EY, he was likely 
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to add 6 almost mechanically in order to complete the sentence. 

The text thus originally I believe read "Eraipe, εὖ πάρει (ΞΞ εὖ ἦλθες), 

of which the meaning would be Welcome, friend. Cf. Soph. Aj. 92 

ὡς εὖ παρέστης. The expression is preserved in MGk in a formula 

which is an exact paraphrase of my conjecture, i.e. καλῶς ἦρθες. See 

BAdyos 8.v. ἔρχομαι ‘ καλῶς ἦλθες [read ἦρθες], soyez le bienvenu.’ If at 

the present time in Greece among the people a friend were so 

greeted, as Jesus was greeted by Judas, with the words Γιάσου, 

δάσκαλε (= χαῖρε, Ῥαββὶ), he would answer, in exact accordance with 

my restoration, Καλῶς ἦρθες, βλάμη, or Καλῶς στὸ βλάμη (= ἑταῖρε, 

εὖ πάρει). 

26-59. ἐζήτουν ψευδομαρτυρίαν κατὰ τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ ὅπως αὐτὸν θανατώσου- 

σιν, καὶ οὐχ εὗρον πολλῶν προσελθόντων ψευδομαρτύρων. If the Sanhedrin 

sought false evidence, it cannot be said that they found none 

when many false witnesses came forward. This part was loosely 

copied from Mark 14-55, who states that the Sanhedrin sought 

evidence, μαρτυρίαν, but that the evidence offered was unreliable. 

But even Mark’s account is not convincing ; see my note on 

Mk 14-56. 

ὅπως αὐτὸν θανατώσουσιν. A variant θανατώσωσι, adopted by most 

editors. But cf. Arist.Plut.326 ὅπως ἔσεσθε, where Blaydes has pro- 

duced a mass of similar examples. 

26-60. ὕστερον δὲ προσελθόντες δύο εἶπον Οὗτος ἔφη δύναμαι καταλῦσαι 

τὸν ναὸν τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ διὰ τριῶν ἡμερῶν οἰκοδομῆσαι αὐτόν. Καὶ ἀναστὰς ὃ 

ἀρχιερεὺς εἶπεν αὐτῷ Οὐδὲν ἀποκρίνῃ τί οὗτοί σου καταμαρτυροῦσιν ; Ὁ δὲ 

᾿Ιησοῦς ἐσιώπα. Καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς εἶπεν αὐτῷ ᾿Εξορκίζω σε κατὰ 

τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ζῶντος ἵνα ἡμῖν εἴπῃς εἰ σὺ εἶ ὁ Χριστός. This part was also 

transcribed from Mark in a very casual fashion. Mark’s account 

is that the chief priest first examined Jesus on the point of the 

demolition of the temple, and that getting no answer he passed 

on to the second point regarding the pretensions of Messiahship ; 

whereas in Matthew, when Jesus is accused of an intention to de- 

molish the temple, the chief priest calls upon him to answer the 

accusation, and he does so in terms implying that the accusation 

concerned not the demolition of the temple but the Messiahship. 

26-62. οὐδὲν ἀποκρίνῃ τί οὗτοί σου καταμαρτυροῦσιν ; Here οὐδὲν = 



104 ST MATTHEW XXVI XXVII 

ov. See note on 5-15. From not realizing this usage of οὐδὲν West- 

cott and Hort were led to punctuate wrongly after ἀποκρίνῃ. 

26-68. προφήτευσον ἡμῖν, Χριστὲ, τίς ἐστιν 6 παίσας σε ; Here again 

Matthew has negligently transcribed Mk 14-65 in not saying that 

it was after Jesus’ head was covered that he was asked to guess the 

person who struck him. 
27-10. ἔδωκεν αὐτὰ cis τὸν ἀγρὸν τοῦ κεραμέως καθὰ συνέταξέν μοι κύ- 

ριος. The words καθὰ συνέταξέν μοι κύριος were added because they 

formed part of the prophecy as popularly quoted, though they 

were not applicable to the circumstance which that prophecy was 

intended to foretell. See note on 1-23. 

27-14. οὐκ ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ πρὸς οὐδὲ Ev ῥῆμα. This is clearly a mis- 

take, for it could only apply to a series of questions, whereas Pi- 

late only questioned once. But D andsome old Latins exhibit οὐκ 

ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ ἕν ῥῆμα, he did not answer a single word, which must 

be the right reading, indicating that in reply to Pilate’s question 

Jesus kept perfectly silent. So 15-23 οὐκ ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῇ λόγον. 

3Kings 18-21 οὐκ ἀπεκρίθη ὃ λαὸς λόγον. 1Acts Pil.16-8 οὐκ ἔπεσεν 

ῥῆμα ἕν. 15-5 οὐδεὶς ἐτόλμησεν λαλῆσαι αὐτῷ ῥῆμα, and οὐκ ἔκρυψεν 
αὐτῷ ῥῆμα. 

27-18, ἤἥδει γὰρ ὅτι διὰ φθόνον παρέδωκαν αὐτόν. This is no explana- 

tion of the question which Pilate had put to the crowd as to 

whether he should release Jesus. But it is such an explanation if 

we read οὐκ ἤδει. For thus we should be informed that Pilate put 

his question in his ignorance of the deep-seated animus against 

Jesus which was impelling the Jews to press for his death. This 

would be in conformity with the policy pursued during the Apo- 

logetic times when the controversies with the Jews ran high and 

a strong desire prevailed to throw the responsibility for the execu- 

tion entirely upon them and absolve from blame the Roman au- 

thorities as represented by Pilate ; for in those times Apologists 

were anxious to be on friendly terms with, and were fulsomely 

flattering, the Romans, being eager to turn to the advantage of 

their own side the Jewish unrest and resistance to a compulsory 

poll tax. See my note on Rom.13-1 to 10. The intention to excuse 
Pilate is clear in both Matthew’s and Luke's accounts ; and Jn 19- 
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11 goes so far as to intimate that it was from heaven that Pilate re- 

ceived authority to condemn our Lord. An intention of this kind 

has survived in numerous other places. Cf. Acts 3-13 Ἰησοῦν ὃν 

ὑμεῖς μὲν παρεδώκατε καὶ ἠρνήσασθε κατὰ πρόσωπον Πιλάτου, κρίναντος 

ἐκείνου ἀπολύειν. In Acts Petr.et Paul.41 Pilate says φθόνῳ οὖν οἱ 

ἀρχιερεῖς κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ κινούμενοι ἐκράτησαν (imprisoned) καὶ ἐμοὶ αὐτὸν 

παρέδωκαν καὶ ἄλλ᾽ ἀντ᾽ ἄλλων καταψευσάμενοι ἔλεγον μάγον αὐτὸν εἶναι. 

In Parad.Pil.9 Pilate prays to the Lord μὴ συναπολέσῃς με μετὰ τῶν 

πονηρῶν Ἑβραίων, ὅτι ἀγνοῶν ἔπραξα, and this almost expressly con- 

firms οὐκ ἤδει. Subsequently, when occasion for fearing and flatter- 

ing the Romans no longer existed, Pilate was joined in the respon- 

sibility, and it was then that the negative before nde was removed. 

In Mk 15-10 we also have ἐγίνωσκεν and not οὐκ ἐγίνωσκεν ; there 

we cannot say now whether the negative was removed, or Mark 

copied Matthew after its removal. 

I may add that according to the Talmud Jesus did enjoy the 

favour of the Roman authorities ; see Leible p. 81. 

27-19. καθημένου δὲ αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τοῦ βήματος, ἀπέστειλεν πρὸς αὐτὸν ἢ 

γυνὴ αὐτοῦ λέγουσα Μηδέν σοι καὶ τῷ δικαίῳ ἐκείνῳ, πολλὰ γὰρ ἔπαθον 

σήμερον κατ᾽ ὄναρ δι᾿ αὐτόν. Not only is this episode pointless, for the 

warning leads nowhere, but it is also squeezed into and interrupts 

the discussion between Pilate and the Jews. It certainly does not 

belong to the original redaction of this Gospel. It was either trans- 

ferred from 1Act.Pil.2 λέγει αὐτοῖς 6 Πιλᾶτος ᾿Ιδοὺ ἔπεμψεν ἣ γυνή μου 

λέγουσα Μηδέν σοι καὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ τῷ δικαίῳ τούτῳ, πολλὰ γὰρ ἔπαθον 

διαὐτὸν νυκτὸς, or it was in another work from which both authors 

drew. But in Act Pil. the episode fittingly concludes with Απο- 

κριθέντες δὲ οἱ Ἰουδαῖοι λέγουσιν τῷ Πιλάτῳ Μὴ οὐκ εἴπαμέν σοι ὅτι γόης 

ἐστίν ; ̓Ιδοὺ ὀνειροπόλημα ἔπεμψε πρὸς τὴν γυναῖκά σου, for it is ἃ con- 

clusion which was intended to expose the iniquity of the Jews in 

accusing Jesus of magic. For the Jews did actually launch this 

accusation ; it stands in the Talmud (see Leible p. 45 and Her- 

ford, Christianity in Talmud and Midrash p. 344ff) as originating 

with Rabbi Elieser, whose dictum was that Jesus brought magic, 

which was buried in his skin, from Egypt, the classic home of 

magic. Cf. also Just.Tryph.69 παραποιήσας ὃ λεγόμενος διάβολος ἐν 
Ρ 
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τοῖς Ἕλλησι λεχθῆναι ἐποίησεν ὡς διὰ τῶν ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ μάγων ἐνήργησε. 

Euseb.EH.3-26 ἦν δ᾽ἄρα διαβολικῆς ἐνεργείας τὸ μέγα τῆς θεοσεβείας 

μυστήριον ἐπὶ μαγείᾳ σπουδάσαι διαβαλεῖν. 

When the above episode is eliminated together with v. 21 ἀπο- 

κριθεὶς δὲ ὁ ἡγεμὼν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς Τίνα θέλετε ἀπὸ τῶν δύο ἀπολύσω ὑμῖν, 

which is a manifest variation upon v. 17 εἶπεν αὐτοῖς 6 Πιλᾶτος Τίνα 

θέλετε ἀπολύσω ὑμῖν, the narrative proceeds smoothly. 

27-24. ὅτι οὐδὲν ὠφελεῖ. That it is no good. This signification of 

ὠφελεῖ is preserved in MGk in the form φελᾷ or φελάει. Βλάχος 8.V. 

φελῶ “ αὐτὸ δὲν φελᾷ τίποτε, cela ne vaut rien.” See my note on Jn 

6-63. The version that he could prevail nothing, or that he prevailed 

nothing, is wrong altogether. Similarly, in translating he prevailed 

nothing Mrs. Lewis must have misunderstood her text. The Vul- 

gate, however, by its version nihil proficeret shows that St Jerome 

grasped the true meaning, except that it should be nihil proficit. 

27-28, περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ χλαμύδα κοκκίνην, καὶ πλέξαντες στέφανον ἐξ 

ἀκανθῶν ἐπέθηκαν ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ, καὶ κάλαμον ἐν τῇ δεξιᾷ ad- 

τοῦ. Καὶ γονυπετήσαντες ἔμπροσθεν αὐτοῦ ἐνέπαιζον αὐτῷ λέγοντες Χαῖρε 

ὃ βασιλεὺς τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων. All this bears a highly suspicious resem- 

blance to what Philon describes in Flace.6 συνελάσαντες τὸν ἄθλιον 

(Karabas, a poor fellow afflicted with imbecility) μέχρι τοῦ yupva- 

σίου, βύβλον μὲν εὐρύναντες ἀντὶ διαδήματος ἐπιτιθέασιν αὐτοῦ τῇ κεφαλῇ, 

χαμαιστρώτῳ δὲ τὸ ἄλλο σῶμα περιβάλλουσιν ἀντὶ χλαμύδος, ἀντὶ δὲ 

σκήπτρου βραχύ τι παπύρου τμῆμα ἰδών τις ἀναδίδωσιν. “Emel δὲ διεκε- 

κόσμητο εἰς βασιλέα, νεανίαι ῥάβδους ἐπὶ τῶν ὥμων φέροντες ἀντὶ λογχο- 

φόρων ἑκατέρωθεν εἱστήκεσαν μιμούμενοι δορυφόρους. ἘΠθ᾽ ἕτεροι προσήε- 

σαν, οἱ μὲν ὡς ἀσπασόμενοι, κτλ. 

27-29. πλέξαντες στέφανον ἐξ ἀκανθῶν ἐπέθηκαν ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτοῦ. 

This infliction of a mock crown was practised up to the time of 

the Inquisitors, who when they sentenced polygamists to whip- 

ping caused in some cases infamous mitres to be placed upon 

their heads. See William M. Cooper, A History of the Rod p. 91. 

27-33. τόπον λεγόμενον Γολγοθᾶ, ὅ ἐστιν κρανίου τόπος λεγόμενος. It 

is obvious that λεγόμενος (or the variant λεγόμενον) after λεγόμενον 

cannot be right ; read ἑλληνιζόμενος or ἑλληνιζόμενον. Cf. Thue. 2- 

68 ἡλληνίσθησαν THY νῦν γλῶσσαν, ete ; see Liddell and Scott. 
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27-34, ἔδωκαν αὐτῷ πιεῖν οἶνον μετὰ χολῆς μεμιγμένον, καὶ γευσάμενος 
οὐκ ἠθέλησεν πιεῖν. This verse, which represents that the vinegar 
was offered before the crucifixion, must be a theological accretion, 
inserted with the object of establishing that the prophecy in Ps. 
68-22 ἔδωκαν εἰς τὸ βρῶμά pov χολὴν καὶ εἰς τὴν δίψαν μου ἐπότισάν με 
ὄξος was duly fulfilled. The vinegar according to v. 48 was given 
after the crucifixion. 

πιεῖν. A variant πεῖν, adopted by Tischendorf, may represent πιεῖν 
with the vowels in synizesis, as suggested in my note on Jn 4-7. 

27-39, οἱ δὲ παραπορευόμενοι ἐβλασφήμουν αὐτὸν κινοῦντες τὰς κεφα- 
has αὐτῶν. From.Lam.2-15 πάντες οἱ παραπορευόμενοι ὁδὸν ἐσύρισαν 
καὶ ἐκίνησαν τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτῶν. Cf. also 4Kings 19-21 ἐξουδένωσέ σε 
καὶ ἐμυκτήρισέ σε παρθένος θυγάτηρ Σιὼν, ἐπὶ σοὶ κεφαλὴν αὐτῆς ἐκίνησε 
θυγάτηρ Ἱερουσαλήμ. Isa.37-22 ἐφαύλισέ σε καὶ ἐμυκτήρισέ σε, ἐπὶ σοὶ 

κεφαλὴν ἐκίνησε. Previous commentators have referred to Ps.21-8 
πάντες οἱ θεωροῦντές με ἐξεμυκτήρισάν με, ἐκίνησαν κεφαλήν. 108-25 ἐγε- 

νήθην ὄνειδος αὐτοῖς" εἴδοσάν με, ἐσάλευσαν κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν. 

27-39 to 46. οἱ δὲ παραπορευόμενοι ἐβλασφήμουν αὐτὸν κινοῦντες τὰς 

κεφαλὰς αὐτῶν καὶ λέγοντες... Σῶσον σεαυτὸν εἰ υἱὸς εἶ τοῦ θεοῦ. Ὁμοίως 

καὶ οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς ἐμπαίζοντες μετὰ τῶν γραμματέων καὶ πρεσβυτέρων ἔλεγον 

... Πέποιθεν ἐπὶ τὸν θεὸν, ῥυσάσθω αὐτὸν εἰ θέλει αὐτόν. Τὸ δ᾽ αὐτὸ καὶ 

οἱ λῃσταὶ ot συσταυρωθέντες αὐτῷ ὠνείδιζον αὐτῷ... ᾿Ανεβόησεν ὃ Ἰησοῦς 

φωνῇ μεγάλῃ λέγων... Ἵνα τί με ἐγκατέλιπες ; This episode seems to 

me to have been inserted as a fulfilment of what, according to 

Justin Tryph.101, was thought to be a prophecy in Ps.21-7 ἐγὼ δέ 

εἶμι. .. ὄνειδος ἀνθρώπων καὶ ἐξουθένημα λαοῦ" πάντες οἱ θεωροῦντές με 

(παραπορευόμενοι) ἐμυκτήρισάν με, ἐλάλησαν ἐν χείλεσιν, ἐκίνησαν κεφα- 

λήν. Ἤλπισεν ἐπὶ κύριον, ῥυσάσθω αὐτὸν, σωσάτω αὐτὸν ὅτι θέλει αὐτόν. 

Therefore I suspect that the original reading was not ἵνα τί pe ἐγ- 

κατέλιπες but εἰς τί ὠνείδισάς με in accordance with the variant pre- 

served at Mk 15-34. This, as being too offensive and unlikely to 

have been intended by God, was discarded in favour of the proxi- 

mate ἵνα τί ἐγκατέλιπές με of the same Psalm. 

27-47. τινὲς δὲ τῶν ἐκεῖ ἑστώτων ἀκούσαντες ἔλεγον ὅτι Ἠλίαν φωνεῖ 

οὗτος. Καὶ εὐθέως δραμὼν εἷς ἐξ αὐτῶν, καὶ λαβὼν σπόγγον πλήσας τε 

ὄξους καὶ περιθεὶς καλάμῳ, ἐπότιξεν αὐτόν. That this description of a 
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soldier, who on hearing Jesus invoke Elijah was inspired with the 

idea of giving him to drink, comes from our Evangelist I cannot 

believe. It isa recent importation from Jn 19-29, but the interpo- 

lator in his casual way overlooked the fact that there the drink is 

given in answer to Jesus saying 7 am thirsty. It will moreover be 

observed that οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ ἔλεγον Ἄφες ἴδωμεν εἰ ἔρχεται Ἠλίας σώσων 

αὐτὸν fits better if the clause in question does not intervene. 

27-52. τὰ μνημεῖα ἀνεῴχθησαν καὶ πολλὰ σώματα τῶν κεκοιμημένων 

ἁγίων ἠγέρθησαν. Suggested by Isa.26-19 ἀναστήσονται οἱ νεκροὶ καὶ 

ἐγερθήσονται οἱ ἐν τοῖς μνημείοις καὶ εὐφρανθήσονται οἱ ἐν τῇ γῆ. Cf. also 

Dan.12-2 πολλοὶ τῶν καθευδόντων ἐν γῆς χώματι ἐξεγερθήσονται. Just. 

Tryph.72 ἐμνήσθη δὲ κύριος ὃ θεὸς ἅγιος Ἰσραὴλ τῶν νεκρῶν αὐτοῦ τῶν 

κεκοιμημένων εἰς γῆν χώματος. Iren.4-33-12 mortuorum suorum qui 

predormierant in terra limi. In accordance with these passages I 

should say that the original reading was not τῶν κεκοιμημένων ἁγίων 

but τῶν κεκοιμημένων ἐν γῇ. 

σώματα. 1..6. λείψανα, remains, corpses. This meaning exists in 

Aesch.Cho.720 and the recent verses Hom.3161 and W169 and I 

daresay elsewhere. 

27-53. ἐξελθόντες ἐκ τῶν μνημείων μετὰ τὴν ἔγερσιν αὐτοῦ, Were the 

words μετὰ τὴν ἔγερσιν αὐτοῦ genuine, they would have followed the 

account of the resurrection. They were foisted into this place be- 

cause it was thought impious to suggest that any one arose before 

Christ ; it was Christ that was to head the movement into the new 

life. Compare 1Cor.15-20 νυνὶ δὲ Χριστὸς ἐγήγερται ἐκ νεκρῶν, ἀπαρχὴ 

τῶν κεκοιμημένων. Col.1-18 ὅς ἐστιν ἀρχὴ, πρωτότοκος ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν. 

Apoc.1-5 ὃ πρωτότοκος τῶν νεκρῶν. Act.Thom.48(45) ὁ μονογενὴς ὑπάρ- 
χων, ὁ πρωτότοκος πολλῶν ἀδελφῶν. 

27-65. ἔχετε κουστωδίαν. That is, σχέτε, λάβετε ; refer to my com- 

ment on ἵνα σχῶ of 19-16. The word κουστωδίαν must denote Roman 
soldiers, and of such the priests had none ; therefore ἔχετε cannot 
be an indicative. 

28-4, ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ φόβου αὐτοῦ ἐσείσθησαν οἱ τηροῦντες καὶ ἐγενήθησαν 
ὡς νεκροί, Perhaps ἐψύχθησαν. Cf. Lk 21-26 ἀποψυχόντων ἀνθρώπων ἀπὸ 
φόβου. Ezek.21-7 πᾶσαι χεῖρες παραλυθήσονται καὶ ἐκψύξει πᾶσα σάρξ. 
Philo, Gai.29 πεπηγότων ὑπ᾽ ἐκπλήξεως. 
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28-14. καὶ ἐὰν ἀκουσθῇ τοῦτο ἐπὶ τοῦ ἡγεμόνος, ἡμεῖς πείσομεν αὐτὸν καὶ 

ὑμᾶς ἀμερίμνους ποιήσομεν. There are many passages where πείθειν = 

to square, and it is in this sense that πείσομεν is employed in this 

verse. Cf. Thuc.5-16 τὴν πρόμαντιν τὴν ἐν Δελφοῖς ἐπῃτιῶντο αὐτὸν 

πεῖσαι = suborned as Bloomfield renders. Arist.Eq.68 εἰ μή μ᾽ ἀνα- 

πείσετε, ἀποθανεῖσθε, if you do not square me, etc. See my note on 

Acts 12-20. In the Apostolic times the Roman officials were held 

in very poor esteem, as we may gather from Acts 24-26, where 

Felix is represented as having an eye to a bribe. Pallad.118 μήποτε 

χρήμασιν ὃ ἄρχων διαφθαρείη. Arr. Epict.3-3 ἐλήλυθε κλέπτης ἀνθ- 

ὕπατος. 
28-17. ἰδόντες αὐτὸν προσεκύνησαν, ot δὲ ἐδίστασαν. 1.6. ἄλλοι δέ. Cf. 

Arist. Βα. 600 πριάμενοι κώθωνας, οἱ δὲ καὶ σκόροδα, where see Blaydes. 

It is strange, however, that this extraordinary proceeding on the 

part of some disciples, who held back whilst all the others imme- 

diately recognized and worshipped the Lord, should be dismissed 

with a bare statement without any particulars as to who so behaved. 

In Jn 20-27, where the episode of Thomas’s doubt is narrated, the 

point is seriously taken up and developed. I am confident there- 

fore that de Baze’s emendation οὐδὲ ἐδίστασαν, which I had myself 

reached independently, is correct. The immediate recognition is 

thus emphasized as important merit; cf. 21-21 ἐὰν ἔχητε πίστιν καὶ 

μὴ διακριθῆτε. 14-31 ὀλιγόπιστε, εἰς τί ἐδίστασας ; Acts 10-20 πορεύου 

σὺν αὐτοῖς μηδὲν διακρινόμενος. Jam.1-6 ὁ γὰρ διακρινόμενος ἔοικε κλύ- 

δωνι θαλάσσης ἀνεμιζομένῳ. The change may have been induced by 

Mk 16-11 ἀκούσαντες ὅτι ζῇ καὶ ἐθεάθη ὑπ᾿ αὐτῆς ἠπίστησαν. 
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THE following pages conclude the series of suggestions which 

I have ventured to contribute towards the elucidation of the 

canonical historical books of the New Testament. 

My intention when I embarked in my Scriptural studies 

was to extend them so as to embrace St Paul’s genuine Epistles, 

namely the Corinthians, Galatians, Thessalonians, and Phile- 

mon. But this section bristles with difficulties surpassing those 

encountered in the Gospels; such in fact as I in view of my age 

and other drawbacks cannot hope to surmount. 

As an example of such difficulties I may touch upon a grave 

error in 1Cor.7-37. This verse runs thus: ὃς δὲ ἕστηκεν ἐν τῇ 

καρδίᾳ αὐτοῦ ἑδραῖος μὴ ἔχων ἀνάγκην, ἐξουσίαν δὲ ἔχει περὶ 

τοῦ ἰδίου θελήματος καὶ τοῦτο κέκρικεν ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ καρδίᾳ, τηρεῖν 

τὴν ἑαυτοῦ παρθένον, καλῶς ποιήσει, and indicates that in the 

apostolic times there existed fathers who possessed power to 

enforce single life upon their daughters. Not only is this in- 

credible by itself, but the fact also of no such question being 

hinted at elsewhere is unaccountable, for considering its social 

importance we should have expected to find it raising a storm 

of impassioned controversy. What is the explanation? I believe 

this, that the original word in the above sentence was not 

παρθένον but παρθενίαν, virginity, a term which could equally 
well apply to men as to women. With this correction its pur- 

port is: But if any man be wnshakable in his own mind and 

indifferent as to what the world may think (see my note on 

Apoc.3-17), and being master of his own will decide to preserve 

his virginity, that man will do well so to act. Nor does the 

mischief stop at the corruption of παρθενίαν, for a good part 



of the seventh chapter has been organically recast so as to 

harmonize with παρθένον. 

This is another (see my note on Lk 22-19) particularly re- 

grettable erratum, for by the textual changes it effected it must 

occasionally have incited naive young women to renounce the 

world and parents to incarcerate in nunneries recalcitrant or 

inconvenient daughters. 



ST LUKE 

1-1. Ἐπειδή περ πολλοὶ ἐπεχείρησαν ἀνατάξασθαι διήγησιν περὶ τῶν 

πεπληροφορημένων ἐν ἡμῖν πραγμάτων καθὼς παρέδοσαν ἡμῖν οἱ ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς 

αὐτόπται καὶ ὑπηρέται γενόμενοι τοῦ λόγου, ἔδοξε κἀμοὶ, παρηκολουθηκότι 

ἄνωθεν πᾶσιν ἀκριβῶς, καθεξῆς σοι γράψαι, κράτιστε Θεόφιλε, ἵνα ἐπιγνῷς 

περὶ ὧν κατηχήθης λόγων τὴν ἀσφάλειαν. I believe that St Luke's 

thought was essentially this: Though many have previously tried their 

hand at composing a history of our faith as told by the original eye- 

witnesses and co-workers, still I think it desirable to address to you 

an account of my own. It is the outcome of an exhaustive investigation 

of all the facts, and will serve I expect to confirm the trustworthiness 

of that instruction which you received at your conversion. 

ἀνατάξασθαι. Origen and other expositors take the preposition in 

the sense of again. But this is untenable, for in πολλοὶ St Luke no 

doubt included all previous historians, whereas Origen’s interpreta- 

tion must imply that they in turn were preceded by yet other com- 

pilers. The preposition seems to me to possess no particular force but 

to have been added by analogy with ἀναγράφω. Cf.Arrian.Prooem. 

(quoted by Liddell and Scott) ὅσα ἄμφω ξυνέγραψαν, ταῦτα ἐγὼ dva- 

γράφω. Origen at this place τῶν ἐλθόντων ἐπὶ τὴν ἀναγραφὴν τῶν εὐαγ- 

γελίων. Polyb.1-1 τοῖς πρὸ ἡμῶν ἀναγράφουσι τὰς πράξεις. Epic. Herod.35 

τῶν περὶ φύσεως ἀναγεγραμμένων. {ο58ρ.Β.1-1 δυγγήματα ἀναγράφουσιν. 

In my note on Rom.1-11, I have adduced other similar analogical 

additions in ἐπιποθῶ (Rom.1-11), συνμαρτυρῶ (Rom.2-15), ἐπίγνωσις 

(Rom.3-20), ὑπερνικῶ (Rom.8-37), ἐμμαθεῖν (Soph.Ant.175), formed 

after ἐπιθυμῶ, συνηγορῶ, ἐπιστήμη, ὑπερέχω or ὑπερβάλλω, ἐννοῆσαι. 

Nor do I think that τάξασθαι means to set up in order, as some 

editors accept conformably to the Vulgate ordinare, for this disagrees 

with Luke’s poor estimate of the performances of his predecessors ; 

it merely means to compile, as ἀνατάξασθαι also does in Iren.3-21-2 τοὺς 

τῶν προγεγονότων προφητῶν πάντας ἀνατάξασθαι λόγους. 

τῶν πεπληροφορημένων ἐν ἡμῖν. Which have been accomplished among 

us. Euthymius, however, in saying τῶν βεβαιωθέντων ἐν ἡμῖν evidently 

takes πληροφορῶ in its alternative sense of to inform, and the writers 

B 
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of several documents, which give ἡμῖν and not ἐν ἡμῖν, must no doubt 
have understood πεπληροφορημένων in the same way. Sophocles cites 
several examples from the fifth century and one from the seventh of 

πληροφορῶ as = to inform, and of πληροφορία from the fourth cen- 

tury as = information. The same is the traditional sense of both the 

verb and the noun in MGk. In the New Testament we find Rom.4-21 

πληροφορηθεὶς in the sense of βεβαιωθεὶς and Rom.14-5 πληροφορεί- 

σθω = let him be advised or enlightened. The reading ἐν ἡμῖν, which 
is universally adopted, is not against Euthymius’s version. Jannaris 

δ 1562 ‘The metaphorical (instrumental) use of ἐν becomes consider- 

ably frequent in Hellenistic times, notably among Biblical writers 

and their imitators, who often go so far as to place it before any 

dative, a phenomenon which points to Hebrew influence, and more- 

over indicates the retreat of the loose dative.’ Cf.Mt 10-32 ὁμολογή- 

σει ἐν ἐμοί. 12-24 οὐκ ἐκβάλλει τὰ δαιμόνια εἰμὴ ἐν TH Βεελζεβούλ, 

14-2 αἱ δυνάμεις ἐνεργοῦσιν ἐν αὐτῷ. 17-12 ἐποίησαν ἐν αὐτῷ ὅσα ἠθέλη- 

σαν. 1Cor.9-15 ἵνα οὕτω γένηται ἐν ἐμοί. Apoc.14-2 κιθαριζόντων ἐν ταῖς 

κιθάραις, and often; see my note on Rom.1-19. If Euthymius is right, 

τῶν πεπληροφορημένων ἐν ἡμῖν πραγμάτων καθὼς παρέδοσαν would vir- 

tually express the same as τῶν παραδεδομένων ἐν ἡμῖν πραγμάτων καθὼς 

παρέδοσαν. And I am inclined to think that he is right, for, as ob- 

served by previous scholars, Luke’s introduction somewhat recalls 

that of Thucydides, and τῶν πεπληροφορημένων ἐν ἡμῖν πραγμάτων 

καθὼς παρέδοσαν appears to imitate the style of τὸν πόλεμον ὡς ἐπολέ- 

pyoav. There are other passages in Luke which must have been in- 

spired by his classical schooling. In v.3 παρηκολουθηκότι ἄνωθεν πᾶσιν 

ἀκριβῶς was borrowed from Demos.285 παρηκολουθηκὅτα τοῖς πράγ- 

μασιν ἐξ ἀρχῆς (= ἄνωθεν) and 423 ἀκριβέστατα εἰδὼς ἐγὼ καὶ rapy- 

κολουθηκὼς ἅπασι. Acts 17-21 ᾿Αθηναῖοι δὲ πάντες εἰς οὐδὲν ἕτερον εὐκαί- 

ρουν ἢ λέγειν τι ἢ ἀκούειν τι καινότερον Was equally taken from Demos. 

43 περιϊόντες πυνθάνεσθαι κατὰ τὴν ἀγορὰν Λέγεταί τι καινόν; and the 

address ἄνδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι in Acts 17-22 smacks also of Demosthenes. 

Moreover, Acts 17-17 διελέγετο ἐν τῇ ἀγορᾷ κατὰ πᾶσαν ἡμέραν πρὸς τοὺς 

παρατυγχάνοντας and 17-18 ξένων δαιμονίων δοκεῖ καταγγελεὺς εἶναι are 

reminiscences of the history of Socrates. If Luke was thus imbued 

with Attic literature, he must have known by heart the first lines of 
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Thucydides, and it is most likely that consciously or unconsciously he 
has partly reproduced their style. 

1-2. καθὼς παρέδοσαν ἡμῖν οἱ ἀπ᾽ ἀρχῆς αὐτόπται καὶ ὑπηρέται γενό- 
μενοι τοῦ λόγου. No comma should be marked before these words, for 
they are closely connected with πεπληροφορημένων, or with dvard- 

ξασθαι διήγησιν as some editors contend; the comma creates the im- 
pression as though they were parenthetical. 

1-3. καθεξῆς σοι γράψαι. An obvious imitation either of Thuc.2-1 
γέγραπται δὲ ἑξῆς and 5-26-1 γέγραφε δὲ καὶ ταῦτα ὁ αὐτὸς Θουκυδίδης 
᾿Αθηναῖος ἑξῆς, or more probably of the beginning of Thucydides, which 
must originally have run ξυνέγραψε τὸν πόλεμον τῶν Πελοποννησίων καὶ 
᾿Αθηναίων ἑξῆς (omitted in our Mss) ὡς ἐπολέμησαν. 

1-6. δίκαιοι ἀμφότεροι ἐναντίον τοῦ θεοῦ. A variant ἐνώπιον (here as 

well as at v. 8. 24-19. Mk 2-12) shows that ἐναντίον and ἐνώπιον are 

synonymous, so that ἐναντίον rod θεοῦ is identical with ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ, 

which again is a periphrasis for a dative, no doubt a Hebraism; cf. 

4-7 ἐὰν προσκυνήσῃς ἐνώπιον ἐμοῦ. 1-74 λατρεύειν ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ (repro- 

ducing the preceding αὐτῷ, see my note). 10-21 ἐγένετο εὐδοκία ἔμπροσ- 

θέν σου. Acts 6-5 ἤρεσεν 6 λόγος ἐνώπιον Tod πλήθους. 1Jn 3-22 τὰ ἀρεστὰ 

ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, etc.; it is a usage very common in the Septuagint, ef. 

Dan. (LXX) 9-10 ἔδωκας ἐνώπιον Μωσῆ. Numb.32-4 γῆν ἣν παραδέδωκεν 

κύριος ἐνώπιον τῶν υἱῶν Ἰσραὴλ, etc. See my note on Rom.12-17. There- 

fore δίκαιοι ἐναντίον τοῦ θεοῦ = δίκαιοι τῷ θεῷ. Regarding the addition of 

θεῷ or θεοῦ Coraes in his Atakta vol.2 p.156 explains that it stands for a 

superlative degree, and quotes Ps.79-11 τὰς κέδρους τοῦ θεοῦ = ὕψηλο- 

τάτας. Jon.3-3 Νινευὴ πόλις μεγάλη τῷ θεῷ = μεγίστη. Acts 7-20 ἀστεῖος 
τῷ θεῷ = ἀστειότατος. Add Protev.Jac.10 ἀμίαντος τῷ θεῷ. Similarly Lk 

1-15 μέγας ἐνώπιον τοῦ κυρίου. Gen.10-9 γίγας κυνηγὸς ἐναντίον κυρίου τοῦ 

θεοῦ. 1Kings 16-12 ἀγαθὸς ὁράσει κυρίῳ Ξε most handsome to look at. Sir. 

18-26 ταχινὰ ἔναντι κυρίου = ταχινότατα. Likewise 2Cor.11-2 ζηλῶ ὑμᾶς 

θεοῦ ζήλῳ. Coraes further points out that in MGk θεὸς when combined 

with adjectives raises them to superlatives, like θεότρελος, θεότυφλος, 

θεόγυμνος, utterly mad, totally blind, stark naked. Accordingly δίκαιοι 

ἀμφότεροι ἐναντίον τοῦ θεοῦ of our passage simply means ἀμφότεροι δικαιό- 

τατοι, both most righteous. 
1-15. μέγας ἐνώπιον τοῦ κυρίου. Ie. μέγιστος ; see preceding note. 
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1-16. πολλοὺς τῶν υἱῶν ᾿Ισραὴλ ἐπιστρέψει ἐπὶ κύριον τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν. 

Καὶ αὐτὸς προελεύσεται ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ ἐν πνεύματι καὶ δυνάμει Ἠλίου ἐπι- 

στρέψαι καρδίας πατέρων ἐπὶ τέκνα καὶ ἀπειθεῖς ἐν φρονήσει δικαίων. Some 

deplorable confusion seems to have occurred at this place. For (προε- 

λεύσεται ἐνώπιον) αὐτοῦ must refer to the Messiah whose πρόδρομος John 

was to be, whereas as the text stands it states that John was to be πρό- 

δρομος not of the Messiah but of God, an impossible conception. It seems 

to me that where we have now πολλοὺς τῶν υἱῶν ᾿Ισραὴλ ἐπιστρέψει 

ἐπὶ κύριον τὸν θεὸν αὐτῶν there stood originally a reference to Christ, the 

more so as that sentence states nothing different in substance to ἐπιστρέ- 

ψαι ἀπειθεῖς ἐν φρονήσει δικαίων. I cannot believe that Luke was such a 

casual writer as the present text of the above clause makes him out. 

1-17. ἐπιστρέψαι ἐν φρονήσει δικαίων. 1.6. εἰς φρόνησιν δικαίων. Cf. 4-1 

ἤγετο ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ. Rom.1-23 ἤλλαξαν τὴν δόξαν τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν ὁμοιώματι 

εἰκόνος. 1-25 μετήλλαξαν τὴν ἀλήθειαν τοῦ θεοῦ ἐν τῷ ψεύδει, etc. Jannaris 

§ 1565 ‘during the period of confusion ἐν was used very frequently for 

eis. Lk 9-46 εἰσῆλθεν διαλογισμὸς ἐν αὐτοῖς. 23-42 ὅταν ἔλθῃς ἐν τῇ 

βασιλείᾳ σου. Ael.4-18 κατῆλθε Πλάτων ἐν Σικελίᾳ, ete.’ 

1-24. συνέλαβεν Ἐλισάβεθ ἡ γυνὴ αὐτοῦ καὶ περιέκρυβεν ἑαυτὴν μῆνας 

πέντε, λέγουσα ὅτι οὕτω μοι πεποίηκεν 6 κύριος ἐν ἡμέραις αἷς ἐπεῖδεν 

ἀφελεῖν τὸ ὄνειδός μου. It was a matter of great pride and exultation 

for Elizabeth to have conceived, especially after such a prolonged dis- 

appointment, and she would have been eager to proclaim her preg- 

nancy to all her relatives and friends; if she kept back the joyful 

news, she must have had an imperative reason, What was that reason? 

It ought evidently to be indicated in the words οὕτω μοι πεποίηκεν ὃ 

κύριος κτὰ; but as the text now stands they contain no reason. I suspect 

that πεποίηκεν ὃ κύριος is a misreading of μεμήνυκεν ὃ κύριος, Damely, 

that by a divine message Elizabeth was commanded to keep her con- 

dition secret for a time. This command is not explicitly mentioned in 

our Gospel, but it figured probably in the narrative whence Luke 

drew, and he may have thought that, it being a well-known part of 

the legend, it sufficed if he merely explained how it happened that 

Elizabeth remained silent for five months. There are other instances 

where it is said that certain events were not divulged at the precise 

moment of their occurrence ; as mysteries (see my note on Rom.1 1-25) 
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they were reserved until the pre-appointed time, in this case perhaps 

until Mary first should become acquainted with the great event. 

So in Protev.Jac.20-4 a voice from heaven tells Salome, who had 

assisted at the birth of the Lord, Σαλώμη, μὴ ἀναγγείλῃς ὅσα εἶδες 

παράδοξα ἕως οὗ εἰσέλθῃ eis Ἱερουσαλὴμ. ὁ παῖς. Cf. also Evang.Thom. 

11 διετήρει (Μαρία) ἐν αὐτῇ τὰ μυστήρια ἃ ἔβλεπεν αὐτὸν (τὸν Ἰησοῦν) 

ποιοῦντα. Lk 2-19 Μαριὰμ πάντα συνετήρει τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα, συνβάλ- 

λουσα ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτῆς. Dan.7-28 τὸ ῥῆμα ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ μου ἐστήριξα. 

XII Patr.Lev.6 συνετήρουν τοὺς λόγους τούτους ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ pov. 8-19 

ἔκρυψα καί γε τοῦτο ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ μου καὶ οὐκ ἀνήγγειλα αὐτό τινι ἀνθρώπῳ 

ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. 

περιέκρυβεν. An imperfect. Sophocles registers several examples of 

κρύβω = κρύπτω. It is the MGk form. 
1-28. κεχαριτωμένη. A demotic form for χαρίεσσα. Cf. Schol.Arist. 

Achar.867 ἐπιχαρίτως ἀντὶ τοῦ κεχαριτωμένως. Hesychius (quoted by 

Wetstein) χαρίεντα, κεχαριτωμένα. The Vulgate correctly gratid plena. 

In this sense still alive in MGk as χαριτωμένη; Vlikhos “χαριτωμένος, 

charmant, plein de grdces,? with which Esth.5-2 τὸ πρόσωπόν σου 

χαρίτων μεστὸν and 4 Mac.8-3 ἑπτὰ ἀδελφοὶ ἐν παντὶ χαρίεντες may be 

compared. Some expositors in rendering who λας met with kindness 

(from God) have been misled by v.30 εὗρες χάριν παρὰ τῷ θεῷ. Ishould 

translate gracious or gentle lady. 

1-35. διό. A variant διότι. See my note on Acts 20-26. 

1-39. ἀναστᾶσα δὲ Μαριὰμ ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις ταύταις ἐπορεύθη. When a 

sudden or immediate action is told, ἀναστὰς or ἐγερθεὶς is added as if 

one had been quietly sitting and unexpectedly rose up to activity. 

Examples exist in abundance. Cf. 10-25. 15-18. 15-20. 17-19. Acts 

5-6. 8-26. 11-28. Mk 16-9. Mt 9-19. But from their frequent use these 

participles are added even when an ordinary movement is started. 

The same exactly is the case in MGk, which in similar cases employs 

σηκώνουμαι = ἐγείρομαι. So this idiom has nothing to do with Hebrew, 

as is supposed ; if it exists in Hebrew, it is a coincidence. 

1-45. καὶ μακαρία ἡ πιστεύσασα ὅτι ἔσται τελείωσις τοῖς λελαλημένοις 

αὐτῇ παρὰ κυρίου. Mary expressed at first the same doubts as Zechariah 

when the divine message was delivered to her, and there was no occa- 

sion for her faith being particularly extolled. Besides, when she had 
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been called by Elizabeth God’s mother, the highest possible praise 

was already bestowed upon her. I believe this verse does not come 

from Luke, but was an enthusiast’s marginal exclamation prompted 

by ἰδοὺ ἡ δούλη κυρίου, γένοιτό μοι κατὰ τὸ ῥῆμά cov of v. 38. 

1-58, ἐμεγάλυνε κύριος τὸ ἔλεος αὐτοῦ μετ᾽ αὐτῆς. The emprotheton 

is equivalent to ἃ dative, as it is also in 10-36 ὁ ποιήσας τὸ ἔλεος μετ᾽ 

αὐτοῦ. See my note on Acts 9-39. 

1-72. ποιῆσαι ἔλεος μετὰ τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν καὶ μνησθῆναι διαθήκης. 

Editors have gone astray in taking these infinitives as denoting pur- 

pose. The words μετὰ τῶν πατέρων show quite clearly that ποιῆσαι bas 

reference to the past, and therefore cannot denote purpose. In imitation 

of a Septuagint or sacred style which makes an abuse of the infinitive, 

ποιῆσαι and μνησθῆναι stand for participles; cf. Ruth 4-14 εὐλογητὸς 

κύριος ὃς οὐ κατέλυσέ (= ὁ μὴ καταλύσας) σοι τὸν ἀγχιστέα Kal καλέσαι 

(= καλέσας) τὸ ὄνομά σου. Dan. (LXX) 3-29 ἠνομήσαμεν ἀποστῆναι (= 

ἀποστάντες). And with participial force are they joined with εὐλογητὸς 

κύριος ὃ θεὸς Ἰσραὴλ of v.68; in ordinary style the phrasing would 
have proceeded thus: εὐλογητὸς κύριος ὃ θεὸς Ἰσραὴλ 6 ποιήσας (reference 
to the past) ἔλεος μετὰ τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν καὶ μνησθεὶς (reference to the 

present) διαθήκης. Cf. Jud.13-17 εὐλογητὸς 6 θεὸς ἡμῶν ὁ ἐξουδενώσας. 

Ps.71-18 εὐλογητὸς κύριος ὃ θεὸς τοῦ Ἰσραὴλ 6 ποιῶν θαυμάσια. Luke no 

doubt must have considered the Septuagint style indispensable in a 

solemn canticle such as Zechariah’s; but in point of eccentricity his 

construction of this passage is the limit. This comment equally applies 

to v. 54. 

1-74. λατρεύειν αὐτῷ ἐν ὁσιότητι καὶ δικαιοσύνῃ ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, In my 

note on 1-6 I have referred to ἐνώπιον with a genitive as another form 

of the dative. In this passage also ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ is nothing else than 

a periphrasis of αὐτῷ and merely reiterates the preceding dative. For 

similar repetitions cf. Enoch 13 ἐνώπιον αὐτῶν καὶ ἀνήγγειλα αὐτοῖς. 14 

τοῖς ἀνθρώποις λαλεῖν ἐν αὐτοῖς. The Syr. Sinaiticus, however, omits 

αὐτῷ, the Lewes translation rendering that we might serve before him 

in uprightness ; on the other hand, one Greek Ms (see Soden) omits 

ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ, the learned transcriber possibly having thought that, 

besides sounding too barbarous, it was superfluous after αὐτῷ. 

1-77. τοῦ δοῦναι γνῶσιν σωτηρίας τῷ λαῷ αὐτοῦ ἐν ἀφέσει ἁμαρτιῶν. A 
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sentence too concise and peculiar in formation, such as Luke is fond 

of when he affects the Septuagint style, but its drift is clear enough, 

namely, so that he may bestow upon his people wisdom (good sense) 

leading to the remission of sins and to the acquirement of salvation. 

In full σωτηρίας would be εἰς περιποίησιν σωτηρίας, as in 1Thes.5-9. 

With δοῦναι γνῶσιν σωτηρίας compare Rom.2-20 μόρφωσιν τῆς γνώσεως 

καὶ τῆς ἀληθείας. 

γνῶσιν. The same as φρόνησιν, sagacity, thoughtfulness. Cf. Rom. 

11-33 βάθος σοφίας καὶ γνώσεως θεοῦ. The same is probably the meaning 

in Lk 11-52 κλεῖδα τῆς γνώσεως. For the converse to this cf. 1Pet.2-15 

ἀφρόνων ἀνθρώπων ἀγνωσίαν. The word γνῶσις is still alive in demotic 

MGk in the form of γνώση, generally quoted by purists as γνῶσις. 

Vlakhos v. γνῶσις “ἔχει γνῶσιν, il est trés-intelligent, c'est un homme 

sensé.”” And γνωστικὸς is the sagacious, prudent, and tactful man. 

1-79. εἰρήνης. Of salaam or σωτηρίας. See my note on Apoc. 7-10. 

2-11. σωτὴρ, ὅς ἐστι Χριστός. A saviour, that is to say (see my note on 

Jn 18-38), Christ. [have explained in my note on Rom.10-6 that Luke 

being unacquainted with Hebrew (see my note on 11-42) imagined 

that it was with Μεσσίας that the word σωτὴρ was related and not with 

Ἰησοῦς. Another notable instance of this confusion occurs in Acts 4-10 

ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ οὗτος παρέστηκεν ὑγιής. Καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν 
ἄλλῳ οὐδενὶ ἡ σωτηρία, οὐδὲ γὰρ ὄνομα ἔστιν ἕτερον ἐν ᾧ δεῖ σωθῆναι. The 

confusion started with the Gnostics, who are alluded to in Iren.1-31 

Χριστοῦ ὃν καὶ σωτῆρα λέγουσιν. 

2-15. τὸ ῥῆμα. Neither the version thing nor the version saying quite 

correspond with ῥῆμα. It is the Semitic dabar, explained by Miss Har- 

rison in Themis p. 82 to signify both word and deed. Luke of course 

took it from its translation in the Septuagint; cf. Gen.22-16 ἐποίησας 

τὸ ῥῆμα τοῦτο, and often. I do not know whether the English language 

possesses an analogous term; perhaps matter would be the nearest. 

τὸ γεγονός. The English version here gives that is come to pass, where- 

as at Acts 10-37 τὸ γενόμενον is translated by which was published. 

I should suggest at both places which has been bruited. 

2-17. ἐγνώρισαν. The Vulgate cognoverunt. So also Euthymius ‘ érAy- 

ροφορήθησαν." 

2-19. συνετήρει. See my note on 1-24, 
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συνβάλλουσα ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτῆς. The same as συντιθεῖσα ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ 

αὐτῆς, cf. 1-66 ἔθεντο πάντες ἐν τῇ καρδίᾳ αὐτῶν. For βάλλω of course 

often signifies to put, as always in MGk; so Mk 7-33 ἔβαλε τοὺς 

δακτύλους αὐτοῦ εἰς τὰ ὦτα αὐτοῦ. How the English translators came to 

render and pondered them in her heart I cannot follow; it should be 

and laid them up together in her heart, in the same way as ἔθεντο of 

v.66 has been rendered by laid up. 

2-32. φῶς εἰς ἀποκάλυψιν ἐθνῶν. A light for lifting the blindness of 

the heathen. Euthymius ‘ cis ἀνάβλεψιν τῶν ἐθνῶν τῶν τετυφλωμένων TH 

πλάνῃ. The sentence with such an interpretation tallies with what 

has inspired it, i.e. Isa.42-6 ἔδωκά ce εἰς φῶς ἐθνῶν ἀνοῖξαι ὀφθαλμοὺς 

τυφλῶν combined with 49-8 λέγοντα τοῖς ἐν τῷ σκότει ἀνακαλυφθῆναι. 

2-34. οὗτος κεῖται εἰς σημεῖον ἀντιλεγόμενον. An allusion to the dis- 

putes and discussions for and against, which were proceeding in Lk’s 

time concerning the claims made as to Jesus being the Messiah. Cf. 

Protev.Jac.20 εἰσῆλθεν ἡ μαῖα καὶ εἶπε τῇ Μαριὰμ Synpdricoy σεαυτὴν, 

οὐ γὰρ μικρὸς ἀγὼν περίκειται περὶ σοῦ. Orig.Jerem.15-4 (Preuschen’s 

Antil. Ρ. δ) οἴμοι ἐγὼ, μῆτερ, ὡς τίνα με ἔτεκες ἄνδρα δικαζόμενον καὶ 

διακρινόμενον ἐν πάσῃ τῇ γῇ; The expression was probably borrowed 

from Josh.4-6 ἵνα ὑπάρχωσιν ὑμῖν οὗτοι εἰς σημεῖον κείμενον διὰ παντός. 

2-35. σοῦ δὲ αὐτῆς τὴν ψυχὴν διελεύσεται ῥομφαία. From Ps.104-18 

(quoted by Wetstein) σίδηρον διῆλθεν ἡ ψυχὴ αὐτοῦ. Cf. also Job 20-25 

διεξέλθοι διὰ σώματος αὐτοῦ βέλος. 

ὅπως ἄν. In my note on Rom.15-24 in commenting upon ὡσὰν 

I have observed ‘ Generally written ὡς dv; but it should be written 

as one word, for it is the same as ὅταν with ὅτε replaced by its equi- 

valent ὡς. In MGk σὰν (from ὡσὰν) = ὅταν. A further development is 

ὁπωσὰν of Acts 3-19 and probably Lk 2-35. Cf. also ἐπὰν, ἐπειδάν.’ 

ὁπωσὰν ἀποκαλυφθῶσιν ἐκ πολλῶν καρδιῶν διαλογισμοί. This may be 

rendered either by that thoughts out of many hearts may be revealed or 

by that thoughts out of many hearts may be enlightened. But inasmuch 

as Mary’s anguish is eventually to prove a benefit to mankind, the 

latter version seems preferable, except that éx should be eliminated, 

as it is in D, in the Syr.Sinaiticus, in several old Latin and other 

versions; with this elimination the meaning would become so that the 

thoughts of many hearts, so that many minds, may be enlightened. The 
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Latin translator of 1Act.Pil.16-2, which is a parallel passage, has 

rendered ut revelerentur cogitationes multorum cordium, and therefore 

he found no ἐκ in his Greek text. 

2-38. λύτρωσιν Ἱερουσαλήμ. A scribe, moved by the anti-Jewish 

passions of his time, would not allow that Ἰσραὴλ(ιηλ), which appears 

as a variant in our Mss, would ever be redeemed, and so he changed 
it into Ἱερουσαλὴμ(ιλημ). 

3-15. 'προσδοκῶντος δὲ τοῦ λαοῦ, ἀπεκρίνατο ὃ Ἰωάννης λέγων. What 

were the people expecting? Plummer asks. There is nothing in the con- 

text pointing to an expectation. Such explanations, as for instance 

Weiss’s ‘sie waren in Spannung, ndmlich in folge der Gerichtsver- 

kiindung des Taufers (v.9),’ are rather far-fetched. I suggest προσα- 

κούοντος, the preposition being added by analogy with προσέχω ; see 

my note on ἀνατάξασθαι of 1-1. Cf. 19-11 ἀκουόντων δὲ αὐτῶν ταῦτα, 

προσθεὶς εἶπε. 20-45 ἀκούοντος δὲ παντὸς τοῦ λαοῦ, εἶπε. 

3-18. παρακαλῶν, Instructing. Commenting upon παρακλήσεως in my 

note on Rom.15-4, I stated that the context demands the meaning 

of instruction, which παράκλησις seems to possess equally in Acts 13-15 

and 1Thes.2-3; also in Lk 3-18. 

3-23. ὡς ἐνομίζετο. Expunged by Scholten (see Baljon). 

4-1. ἤγετο ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ. The AV correctly into the wilderness, see my 

note on 1-17; but the Revisers have substituted in the wilderness. 

4-7. ἐὰν προσκυνήσῃς ἐνώπιον ἐμοῦ. The AV correctly renders if thou 

wilt worship me, for the emprotheton is equivalent to a dative, as ex- 

plained in my note on 1-6; but the Revisers have again in this instance 

vitiated the sentence by altering it into 7f thou wilt worship before me. 

4-18, κηρῦξαι αἰχμαλώτοις ἄφεσιν Kat τυφλοῖς ἀνάβλεψιν, ἀποστεῖλαι 

τεθραυσμένους ἐν ἀφέσει. Isa.61-1, which Luke quotes, runs thus: ἀπέ- 

σταλκέ με ἰάσασθαι τοὺς συντετριμμένους τὴν καρδίαν, κηρῦξαι αἰχμαλώτοις 

ἄφεσιν. So ἀποστεῖλαι τεθραυσμένους ἐν ἀφέσει of our passage corresponds 

with ἀπέσταλκέ με ἰάσασθαι τοὺς συντετριμμένους τὴν καρδίαν of Isaiah, 

the reference being to those in pain or distress, as is also in Ps.146-3 

6 ἰώμενος τοὺς συντετριμμένους τὴν καρδίαν and in Jer.3-22 ἰάσομαι τὰ συν- 

τρίμματα ὑμῶν. To such unhappy people the relief brought is thus ἴασις, 
and not ἄφεσις, which is only appropriate to the case of prisoners. In- 

stead therefore of ἐν ἀφέσει, it seems to me that we should write ἐν ἰάσει. 
0 
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A similar misreading exists in Hebr.9-22 χωρὶς αἱματεκχυσίας οὐ γίνεται 

ἄφεσις ; read ἴασις, the allusion evidently being to a cure by blood- 

letting. Further, in Acts 3-16 πίστις has been substituted for ἴασις ; 

see my note. Perhaps, however, ἐν ἀνέσει is a more probable correction, 

as being palaeographically nearer. Cf. 2Cor.7-5 οὐδεμίαν ἔσχηκεν ἄνεσιν 

ἡ σὰρξ ἡμῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν παντὶ θλιβόμενοι. 8-13 οὐ γὰρ ἵνα ἄλλοις ἄνεσις, 

ὑμῖν θλίψις. 2768.1-7 τοῖς θλιβομένοις ἄνεσίν. 
4-22. ἐθαύμαζον ἐπὶ τοῖς λόγοις τῆς χάριτος τοῖς ἐκπορευομένοις ἐκ τοῦ 

στόματος αὐτοῦ, καὶ ἔλεγον Οὐχ οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ υἱὸς ᾿Ιωσήφ; This ex- 

pression of admiration on the part of the congregation is discordant 

with the next sentence καὶ εἶπε πρὸς αὐτοὺς Πάντως épeiré μοι τὴν παρα- 

βολὴν ταύτην Ἰατρὲ, θεράπευσον σεαυτὸν, which indicates a hostile atti- 

tude and some sort of previous altercation. I surmise, therefore, that 

a lacuna exists before καὶ εἶπε. 

4-36. καὶ συνελάλουν πρὸς ἀλλήλους λέγοντες Tis ὁ λόγος οὗτος, ὅτι 

(= ὃς) ἐν ἐξουσίᾳ καὶ δυνάμει ἐπιτάσσει τοῖς ἀκαθάρτοις πνεύμασι ; The 

version this word is wide of the mark. The combination of 6 λόγος 

οὗτος is still alive in MGk in the form of τοῦ λόγου του as a respectful 

expression, which avoids αὐτὸς as too crude and corresponds to his 

Honour in English; it is frequently used ironically, as it is in this 

passage. Vlikhos v. λόγος ‘ τοῦ λόγου μετὰ τῶν κτητικῶν ἀντωνυμιῶν σου 

του μας = vous lui elle eux elles; τί λέγει τοῦ λόγου του; que dit ce Mon- 

sieur? κάτι pas εἶπε καὶ τοῦ λόγου Tov [εἰρωνικῶς], écoutez ce que dit 

cet autre.” It was likewise in Hellenistic times, and perhaps earlier. 

Sophocles v. λόγος ‘ With the genitive of the personal pronoun it 
forms a periphrastic personal pronoun. Sept.Reg.3-17 διὰ στόματος 
λόγου pov. Porph.Adm.170-7 ὑπὸ τοῦ λόγου ὑμῶν, essentially = ὑφ᾽ 
ὑμῶν. Add 1Kings ἤκουσα ἐν τῇ γῇ μου περὶ τοῦ λόγου σου, which 
Origen in Cels.3-45 interprets περὶ σοῦ. Phil.4-17 τὸν καρπὸν τὸν 
πλεονάζοντα εἰς λόγον ὑμῶν = εἰς ὑμᾶς. Mart.Petr.5 γυναῖκες τοῦ λόγου 
= ἐλλόγιμοι. The nominative is encountered in Wisd.18-15 ὁ παντο- 
δύναμός σου λόγος = 6 παντοδύναμος σύ. Similarly Wisd.16-26 τὸ ῥῆμά 

σου (= σὺ) τοὺς σοὶ πιστεύοντας διατηρεῖ. Perhaps also in 1Kings18-8 
πονηρὸν ἐφάνη τὸ ῥῆμα ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖς Σαοὺλ περὶ τοῦ λόγου τούτου, i. 6. 
περὶ Δαυὶδ, in ΜΟΚ ΞΞ περὶ τοῦ λόγου του. That this acceptation is 
correct is proved by καὶ ἤρξαντο λέγειν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς τίς οὗτός ἐστιν ὃς καὶ 
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ἁμαρτίας ἀφίησιν; of 7-49, the first part of which is parallel to the first 

part of our passage. Similar respectful expressions are the combina- 

tions with πνεῦμα, δύναμις, πρόσωπον, ὄνομα. 

ὅτι = ὃς, as it stands in 7-49. See my notes on Rom.8-29 and Jn1-16. 

5-2. ἔπλυνον τὰ δίκτυα. The variant ἀπέπλυνον in the form ἀπέπλυναν 

is strongly attested. That would be the ΜΟΙ ξέπλαιναν (= ἐξέπλυνον, 

an imperfect), they washed the salt water off their nets. Tischendorf’s 

ἔπλυναν is in any case wrong, for it is the aorist, whereas clearly the 

imperfect is required. 

5-34, ἐλεύσονται δὲ ἡμέραι, καὶ ὅταν ἀπαρθῇ ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν ὁ νυμφίος, τότε 

νηστεύσουσιν. The usual expression with Luke is to say ὅτε δὲ ἐλεύ- 

σονται ἡμέραι, καὶ τότε νηστεύσουσιν, the particle καὶ being thus exple- 

tive. See my note on Acts 22-20. 

6-10. ἔκτεινον τὴν χεῖρά σου. Stretch forth your hand. So the English 

version ; but it should rather be stretch forth your arm, χεὶρ often stand- 

ing for arm. So also MGk, which likewise employs πόδι[ον] for σκέλος. 

6-11. ἐπλήσθησαν ἀνοίας. Probably ἀνοίας is here used in the sense 

of ἁμαρτίας, as its synonym ἀφροσύνης occasionally is. Cf. XII Patr. 

Lev.7-3 ἀφροσύνην ἔπραξαν ἐν Ἰσραὴλ μιάναντες τὴν ἀδελφήν pov. Ecc. 

7-26 ἀσεβοῦς ἀφροσύνην. Wisd.12-23 τοὺς ἐν ἀφροσύνῃ ζωῆς (ΞΞ ἐν ἅμαρ- 

tw ζωῇ) βιώσαντας. Ps.48-11 ἄφρων καὶ ἄνους, etc. So ἀσύνετος often 

= ἁμαρτωλός. A variant ἀνομίας, recorded by Soden, probably is also 

due to its author considering that something like ἁμαρτίας was here 

required. Bentley likewise conjectured ἀνομίας. Or the original reading 

may have been ἀγνοίας, which so often occurs as a synonym of dyap- 

vias, Cf. XII Patr.Zab.1-5 οὐ μνήσκομαι ὅτι παρανομίαν ἐποίησα πλὴν 

τὴν ἄγνοιαν ἣν ἐποίησα ἐπὶ τοῦ Ἰωσήφ. Lev.4-13 ἐὰν πᾶσα συναγωγὴ 

ἀγνοήσῃ καὶ γνωσθῇ αὐτοῖς ἡ ἁμαρτία. 1Esdr.8-72 αἱ ἁμαρτίαι ἡμῶν 

ἐπλεόνασαν καὶ, αἱ ἄγνοιαι ἡμῶν ὑπερήνεγκαν. Ezek.46-20 τὰ ὑπὲρ ἀγνοίας 

καὶ τὰ ὑπὲρ ἁμαρτίας. Dan(LXX)4-29 αἱ ἁμαρτίαι μου καὶ αἱ ἄγνοιαί μου 

ἐπληρώθησαν καὶ ἐδεήθην ὑπὲρ τῶν ἀγνοιῶν pov. Acts And,Mat.12 ἄγνοιαν 

τοῦ διαβόλου, etc. Similarly ἀγνοῶ = ἁμαρτάνω ; no doubt a Hebraism. 

6-22. ἐκβάλωσιν τὸ ὄνομα ὑμῶν ὡς πονηρόν. This phrase is still quite 
current in the form βγάζω (= ἐκβάλλω) κανενὸς κακὸ ὄνομα or simply 

βγάζω τὸ ὄνομα κανενὸς, which means J bring forth and make public 

somebody’s name as that of a bad man. Byzantios the Lexicographer v. 
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ἐβγάζω [= ἐκβάλλω] “ ἔβγαλε τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ κοριτσιοῦ [ of the girl], δηλαδὴ. 

ἐδυσφήμησε τὸ κορίτσι, a phrase almost identical with that of Deut. 

22-19 ἐξήνεγκεν ὄνομα πονηρὸν ἐπὶ τὴν παρθένον, πιὰ with that of Lk 6-22 

ὅταν ἐκβάλωσιν τὸ ὄνομα ὑμῶν ὡς πονηρόν." Vldkhos v. ἐβγαίνω [= ἐκ- 

βαίνω] records the proverb καλλίτερα νὰ σοῦ βγῇ τὸ μάτι σου παρὰ νὰ 

σοῦ βγῇ τὸ ὄνομα, better that thy eye should come out than that thy name 

should come out. Therefore the version they cast owt is an error, due to 

taking βάλλω in its classical sense, whereas Hellenistically often, and 

at present always, βάλλω is a synonym of τίθημι; cf. Mk 7-33 ἔβαλε τοὺς 

δακτύλους εἰς τὰ ὦτα, see my note on 2-19. Plummer with others has 

entirely misunderstood this sentence when he says ‘ Throw your name 

contemptuously away, reject it with ignominy, as an evil thing. It is 

used of hissing an actor off the stage and otherwise dismissing with 

contempt.’ 

6-29. καὶ τὸν χιτῶνα μὴ κωλύσῃς. Namely, let him strip you of every- 

thing,down to your very shirt. Compare the MGk τὸν duce μὲ τὸ πουκά- 

pico (= ὑποκάμισον), he took away all his belongings short of his shirt. 

6-38. μέτρον καλὸν, πεπιεσμένον σεσαλευμένον ὑπερεκχυνόμενον. Huthy- 

mius “ εἰώθασι γὰρ οἱ καλῶς μετροῦντες τὸν σῖτον, ἐπιτιθέντες τῷ μοδίῳ τὰς 

χεῖρας, πιέζειν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὰ κάτω, καὶ [λακτίζοντας σαλεύειν ἵνα συμπέσῃ, 

καὶ ἐπιβάλλειν ἵνα ὑπερεκχυθῇ."» It is exactly the practice at the present 

time in certain bazaars in India where corn is sold by a measure of 

capacity. Luke has inverted the order of things by saying πεπιεσμένον 

σεσαλευμένον ; it is the shaking that comes first. Luke, however, may 

not be responsible for the inversion, as there exists a variant which 

places σεσαλευμένον first. Weiss also is incorrect in saying + durch 

Zusammendriicken oder durch Schiitteln ;” oder should be replaced 

by und. 

6-48. οἰκοδομῆσθαι. Naber ὠκοδομῆσθαι. But Jannaris ὃ 716 «Initial 

οἱ remains, even in classical antiquity, but notably in post-classical 

antiquity, without augment.’ He also refers to Phryn.131 «φκοδόμηκεν 

διὰ τοῦ we ἄριστα ἐρεῖς, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ διὰ τοῦ o1,? Which shows that in Phryni- 

chus’s time the unaugmented form was quite common; Meisterhans 

(Grammatik der Attischen Inschriften) states ‘vom Verbum οἰκοδομέω 
findet sich viermal die augmentlose Form οἰκοδομημένοι.᾽ 

7-8. ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν τασσόμενος. 1.6, ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν τεταγμένος. Ct. Diod. 
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16-11-15 τοὺς ὑφ᾽ ἡγεμονίας τεταγμένους. There occur other examples 

where the present participle is employed for the perfect. Cf. Mt 23-35 

ὅπως ἔλθῃ ef ὑμᾶς πᾶν αἷμα δίκαιον ἐκχυνόμενον. Compare Mk 14-40 ἦσαν 

γὰρ οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ αὐτῶν καταβαρυνόμενοι With Lk 9-32 βεβαρημένοι ὕπνῳ. 

Luke repeats here the error in Mt 8-9 ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν, which, as I have 

explained elsewhere, should be ἐπὶ ἐξουσίαν. 

7-29. πᾶς ὁ λαὸς ἀκούσας καὶ οἱ τελῶναι ἐδικαίωσαν τὸν θεὸν βαπτισθέν- 

τες. This should express the opposite to οἱ νομικοὶ τὴν βουλὴν τοῦ θεοῦ 

ἠθέτησαν εἰς ἑαυτοὺς μὴ βαπτισθέντες which follows ; but the text does 

not express this thought. Instead of stating that the people and even 

publicans consented to be baptized in order to secure justification, it 

states oddly enough that it was God who obtained justification by 

their baptism; which is sheer blasphemy. The right reading could only 

have been either ἐδικαιώθησαν, or ἐδικαιώσαντο, OF ἐδικαίωσαν ἑαυτοὺς, TO 

θεῷ. Ithink thelast is the most probablereading, for besides conforming 

to the construction of ἠθέτησαν εἰς ἑαυτοὺς it best accounts for the change 

of the dative into an accusative ; when ἑαυτοὺς dropped out, the dative 

no longer accorded with ἐδικαίωσαν and the alteration followed as a 

matter of course. This guess is corroborated by the Syr. Sinaiticus, the 

rendering of which is justified themselves to God. Cf. 16-15 δικαιοῦντες 

ἑαυτοὺς ἐνώπιον τῶν ἀνθρώπων (= τοῖς ἀνθρώποις). Rom.3-20 οὐ δικαιω- 

θήσεται πᾶσα σὰρξ ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ. 1Kings 12-7 δικαιώσω ὑμᾶς ἐνώπιον 

κυρίου. Ῥ5.142-2 οὐ δικαιωθήσεται ἐνώπιόν σου πᾶς ζῶν. 
7-30. εἰς ἑαυτούς, In my note on Rom.1-19 φανερόν ἐστιν ἐν αὐτοῖς 

I commented as follows: ‘ Jannaris § 1562 says “‘ The metaphorical 

(instrumental) use of ἐν becomes considerably frequent in Hellenistic 

times, notably among Biblical writers and their imitators, who often 

go so far as to place it before any dative, a phenomenon which points 

to Hebrew influence and moreover indicates the retreat of the loose 

dative.» The partiality to this idiom in consequence of its frequent 

appearance in the LXX eventually led to its being employed instead 

of the genitive with ὑπό. See note on 8-4. Cf, 1Cor.6-2 ἐν ὑμῖν κρίνεται 

ὁ κόσμος. Col.1-16 ἐν αὐτῷ ἐκτίσθη τὰ πάντα. This further led to a most 

absurd abuse in that ἐν αὐτῷ was occasionally foisted by writers affect- 

ing a sacred style upon active verbs as a sort of repetition of the subject. 

So Eph.1-4 ἐξελέξατο ἡμᾶς ἐν αὐτῷ. 1-9 ἣν προέθετο ἐν αὐτῷ (ΞΞ ἣ προετέθη 
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ὑπ’ αὐτοῦ). 2-15 ἵνα τοὺς δύο κτίσῃ ἐν αὐτῷ. 2-16 ἀποκτείνας τὴν ἔχθραν 

ἐν αὐτῷ. Rom.1-24 ἀτιμάζεσθαι τὰ σώματα αὐτῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς (Mss ἑαυτοῖς). 
1-27 ἐν αὐτοῖς (some Mss give ἐν ἑαυτοῖς) ἀπολαμβάνοντες. XII Paty Sim. 

6 ὁ θεὸς ἥξει ὡς ἄνθρωπος καὶ σώζων ἐν αὐτῷ τὸν ᾿Αδάμ. Col.2-15 θριαμ- 

βεύσας αὐτοὺς ἐν αὐτῷ. Mart.Petr.7 ὁ κύριος θεμελιώσει ἐν αὐτῷ καὶ 

πλατυνεῖ ἐν αὐτῷ. Similarly 1Thes.1-5 ἐγενήθημεν ἐν ὑμῖν (read ἐν ἡμῖν). 

[Add Jn 13-32 ὁ θεὸς δοξάσει αὐτὸν ἐν αὐτῷ]. A further preposterous 

development was to substitute εἰς αὐτὸν for ἐν αὐτῷ. Cf. Lk 7-30 [our 

passage under discussion] ἠθέτησαν «is ἑαυτοὺς (αὐτούς). Eph.1-5 

mpoopicas ἡμᾶς εἰς υἱοθεσίαν εἰς αὐτόν. Col.1-16 πάντα εἰς αὐτὸν ἔκτισται, 

which repeats the foregoing ἐν αὐτῷ ἐκτίσθη τὰ πάντα." Since then my 

conviction has been strengthened that in our passage we must accord- 

ingly read cis αὐτοὺς and not the textual eis ἑαυτούς. 

7-33. ph ἄρτον ἐσθίων μήτε οἶνον πίνων. The Baptist could not have 

been accused of gluttony if he ate bread. The original reading seems 

to me to be that of D and most of the Latin and other versions which 

omit ἄρτον and οἶνον, it being meant by ἐσθίων that John was not 

indulging in ordinary food but strictly limited himself to hard fare. 

Probably ἄρτον was intruded by one who wished to point out that the 

Baptist’s food was ἀκρίδες καὶ μέλι ἄγριον, and not bread as is the food 

of other people; when ἄρτον was thus clapped on, οἶνον would naturally 

follow suit. 

7-35. ἐδικαιώθη ἡ σοφία ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων αὐτῆς. Read Σαμάρεια for σοφία. 

We have here a loose quotation in the form of a proverb from the 

savage stigmatization addressed to Jerusalem in Ezek.16-51 Σαμάρεια 

κατὰ τὰς ἡμίσεις TOY ἁμαρτιῶν σου οὐχ ἥμαρτε, καὶ ἐπλήθυνας τὰς ἀνομίας 

σου ὑπὲρ αὐτὰς (ie. ὑπὲρ Σαμάρειαν and Yddoua), καὶ ἐδικαίωσας τὰς 

ἀδελφάς σου (i.e. Σαμάρειαν and Σόδομα) ἐν πάσαις ταῖς ἀνομίαις σον αἷς 

ἐποίησας. The meaning is that Samaria by comparison has proved 

righteous in her sinful works. 23-4 Sapydpea ἦν ᾿Οολὰ καὶ Ἱερουσαλὴμ 

ἦν OoALBa, As Samaria’s sinful works, according to Ezekiel, have been 

thrown into the shade by those of Jerusalem, so the sin of your obsti- 

nate unbelief has thrown into the shade all previous known iniquities. 

In Ezekiel there are further comparisons of Jerusalem with Σόδομα 

and Συρία; the latter would be nearest palaeographically to σοφία, but 

on the whole I think Σαμάρεια is the most probable lection. 
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7-37, γυνὴ ἥτις ἦν ἐν τῇ πόλει ἁμαρτωλός. 1.6, γυνὴ πολιτικὴ, @ woman 

about the town, a public woman. Sophocles records an instance of 

πολιτικὴ in this sense from Theophanes Continuatus 430, and I seem 
to remember that Dr. Milligan has quoted another instance in one of 

his writings, but I cannot now recall in which. Cf. also ClemA.Protr. 

2-138 πόρνην πολίτιδα. Plut.Lucul.6 ἸΤραικία τις ἣν ὄνομα, τῶν ἐφ᾽ ὥρᾳ 

καὶ λαμυρίᾳ διαβοήτων ἐν τῇ πόλει, τὰ μὲν ἄλλα κρείττων οὐδὲν ἀνέδην 

ἑταιρούσης γυναικός. Xen.Mem.3-11-1 γυναικὸς ἐν τῇ πόλει οἵας συνεῖναι 

τῷ πείθοντι (=any one who paid, see my note on Acts 12-20). The word 

preserved in MGk in the form δημόσια, a public woman, exactly as in 

Heliod.3-3 δημώδεις γυναῖκας. Neither Grimm nor Zorell comment upon 

ἐν τῇ πόλει. As a matter of curiosity I may add that the Byzantine 

pedants attached the epithet πολιτικὸς to the modern verse of fifteen 

syllables as an opprobrious term, i.e. prostitute, 

ἁμαρτωλός. Paspati (refer to my footnote on Jn 15-8) states “ to-day 

public women are called ἁμαρτωλαὶ among themselves, and ἁμαρτάνω 

is to follow the profession of a harlot.’ 

7-38. στᾶσα ὀπίσω παρὰ τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ κλαίουσα, ἤρξατο βρέχειν τοὺς 

πόδας αὐτοῦ τοῖς δάκρυσι καὶ ταῖς θριξὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτῆς ἐξέμαξε, καὶ 

κατεφίλει τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ καὶ ἤλειφε τῷ μύρῳ. This passage cannot have 

been suggested either by the narrative in Mark (14--3) or by that 

in Matthew (26-7), for in those narratives no washing of feet is men- 

tioned, and the complaint made against the woman is not that she 

was a sinner as in Luke, but on the score of so much costly perfumed 

oil being wasted; moreover, in Mark and Matthew the head of the Lord 

is anointed whereas in Luke the feet only are so treated. Luke’s account 

must have come from some other work now lost, which being perhaps 

loosely phrased led him into a regrettable misconception, he in his 

turn dragging down everybody else who has since read this passage. 

Judging by the construction of κατεφίλει τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ Kai ἤλειφε 

τῷ μύρῳ we must conclude that Luke meant τοὺς πόδας to be an object 

not only of κατεφίλει but also of ἤλειφε, and so have all commentators, 

so far as I know, understood the syntax. But in the original work I 

surmise that ἤλειφε was unconnected with τοὺς πόδας or meant so to be. 

For, in the first place, how could the woman neglect to anoint the head, 

which was the obvious and most important thing to do, and only 
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anoint the feet? Secondly, washing of feet is frequently mentioned in 

Scripture (cf. Jn13-5. Gen.19-2. 18-4. 24-32. 43-23. Judg.1 9-21.1 Kings 

25-41. 2Kings11-8. Cant.5-3), but nowhere isit accompanied with their 

anointment. In the lost work the object of ἤλειφε must have been THY 

κεφαλὴν, either explicitly expressed or to be supplied. The absurdity 

of the feet being anointed must have equally struck some transcriber 

or transcribers at v. 46 ἐλαίῳ τὴν κεφαλήν pov οὐκ ἤλειψας, αὕτη δὲ μύρῳ 

ἤλειψέ μου τοὺς πόδας, for D and several Latin and other witnesses omit 

τοὺς πόδας and only give ἐλαίῳ τὴν κεφαλήν pov οὐκ ἤλειψας, αὕτη δὲ 

μύρῳ ἤλειψε, i.e. τὴν κεφαλήν. 
κατεφίλει τοὺς πόδας. Cf. Esth.[5] φιλεῖν τὰ πέλματα ποδῶν αὐτοῦ. An 

Oriental sign of humility, preserved in the kissing of the feet of high 

dignitaries of the Christian Churches. I have seen it done at Jerusalem 

and at Samos. 

7-40. εἶπεν πρὸς αὐτόν. The variant dixit ad Petrum, or dixit Simont, 

is well worth consideration. 

7-45. εἰσῆλθον. Griesbach has given preference to the variant εἰσῆλ- 

θεν. Pernot, Etudes sur la langue des Evangiles, p. 201 ‘ Les meilleurs 

manuscrits donnent εἰσῆλθον, que conservent les Editeurs, mais la 

legon εἰσῆλθεν, quoique beaucoup moins attestée, est la seule logique, 

car la femme n’est venue que lorsque Jésus prenait son repas, C’est 

probablement ἃ la présence de εἰσῆλθον ν. 44 qu’est due son intrusion 

au τ. 45.’ 

8-4. τῶν κατὰ πόλιν. The men belonging to a town, the townsmen. Cf. 

Acts 21-21 τοὺς κατὰ τὰ ἔθνη. 24-14 πιστεύων πᾶσι τοῖς κατὰ τὸν νόμον 

=believing all that exists, or is recorded, in the Law. Similarly Acts 

15-19 rots ἀπὸ τῶν ἐθνῶν. 

8-14, πορευόμενοι συνπνίγονται. In my note on Jn 12-10 ὑπῆγον καὶ 

ἐπίστευον I have commented as follows: ‘In MGk, when reference is 

made to a man’s action with disapproval or astonishment, to the verb 

denoting that action the verb πηγαίνει (= ὑπάγει, πορεύεται) is often 

added without any notion of going,’ and I have illustrated this pecu- 

liarity by abundant examples. We have a like case here; the versions 

therefore which go forth and are choked or as they go on their way they 
are choked are incorrect. 

8-18. βλέπετε οὖν πῶς ἀκούετε. Take heed how ye are instructed. Cf. 
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Hebr.2-1 δεῖ περισσοτέρως προσέχειν ἡμᾶς τοῖς ἀκουσθεῖσι. Ap.3-3 μνη- 
μόνευε οὖν πῶς εἴληφας = ἔμαθες, ἤκουσας (cf. Arist.Eq.989 τὴν Δωριστὶ 

μόνην ἂν ἁρμόττεσθαι τὴν. λύραν, ἄλλην δ᾽ οὐκ ἐθέλειν λαβεῖν. Ran, 251 

τουτὶ rap ὑμῶν λαμβάνω, i.e. μανθάνω. Plat.Theaet. 1786 ἁρμονίαν λόγων 

λαβόντος, etc, all these examples quoted by Blaydes at Arist. Eq.991). 

For ἀκούειν = to beinstructed cf. Jn 5-30 καθὼς ἀκούω κρίνω. 6-45 ἀκούσας 

παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ μαθών. 8-38 ἃ ἠκούσατε παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς ποιεῖτε. 
Mt 5-21 ἠκούσατε ὅτι ἐρρέθη τοῖς ἀρχαίοις. Xen.Mem.4-7-5 οὐδὲ τούτων 

ἀνήκοος (= uninstructed) ἦν ; see my notes on Jn 5-30 and Rom.10-17. 

8-23. ἀφύπνωσεν, So Philostr.Apoll.8-7 ἀπεκάθευδον. The preposition 
the same as in the MGk ἀποκοιμήθηκε, he fell off to sleep. 

8-24. διήγειραν αὐτὸν λέγοντες “Emordra ἐπιστάτα, ἀπολλύμεθα. Ὁ δὲ 

διεγερθεὶς ἐπετίμησε τῷ ἀνέμῳ καὶ τῷ κλύδωνι τοῦ ὕδατος, καὶ ἐπαύσαντο 

καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη. Εἶπε δὲ αὐτοῖς Ποῦ ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν ; Φοβηθέντες δὲ 

ἐθαύμασαν λέγοντες πρὸς ἀλλήλους Τίς ἄρα οὗτός ἐστιν: So far as I know 

no scholar has taken exception to φοβηθέντες δὲ ἐθαύμασαν, but sucha 

statement seems to me paradoxical ; it states that as a consequence of 

their terror the disciples were astonished, whereas the only rational 

sequence would be the reverse, i.e. that having been first struck with 

amazement they were seized with terror. My opinion is that no deri- 

vative from φόβος figured in the original text, for there is none in the 

parallel passage of Mt 8-25, which is practically identical with that of 

Luke, running thus: ἤγειραν αὐτὸν λέγοντες Κύριε, σῶσον, ἀπολλύμεθα. 

Καὶ λέγει αὐτοῖς Τί δειλοί ἐστε, ὀλιγόπιστοι ; Τότε ἐγερθεὶς ἐπετίμησε τοῖς 

ἀνέμοις καὶ τῇ θαλάσσῃ καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη. Οἱ δὲ ἄνθρωποι 

ἐθαύμασαν λέγοντες ΠΠοταπός ἐστιν οὗτος ; I suggest Ποῦ ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν 

ἔβη; Πάντες δὲ ἐθαύμασαν. When describing anything wondrous Luke is 

particularly fond of adding that everybody was astonished, and it is 

unlikely that he failed to do so this time. Cf. 4-36 ἐγένετο θάμβος ἐπὶ 

πάντας καὶ συνελάλουν πρὸς ἀλλήλους λέγοντες. 2-47 ἐξίσταντο δὲ πάντες. 

2-18 πάντες of ἀκούσαντες ἐθαύμασαν. 1-65 καὶ ἐγένετο ἐπὶ πάντας φόβος: 

5-9 θάμβος περιέσχεν αὐτὸν καὶ πάντας. 5-26 ἔκστασις ἔλαβεν ἅπαντας. 

7-16 ἔλαβε δὲ φόβος ἅπαντας. For ποῦ ἡ πίστις ὑμῶν ἔβη cf. 2Act.Pil. 

10-2 ποῦ διέβησαν τὰ ἀγαθὰ ὅσα ἐποίησας ; Hom.@ 229 πῇ ἔβαν εὐχωλαί; 

B 339 πῇ δὴ συνθεσίαι τε καὶ ὅρκια βήσεται ἧμιν ; Gal.4-15 ποῦ οὖν ὃ 

μακαρισμὸς ὑμῶν; 2Pet.3-4 ποῦ ἐστιν ἡ ἐπαγγελία ; Asch.Socr.Dial.3 

D 
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(quoted by Bloomfield) ποῦ τὰ πρόσθεν αὐχήματα; Possibly on becoming 

faint in the prototype ἔβη πάντες was read as φοβηθέντες under the in- 

fluence of Mk 4-40 ἐφοβήθησαν φόβον μέγαν. 
8-29. πολλοῖς γὰρ χρόνοις συνηρπάκει αὐτόν. For it had seized him 

many years ago. The sense of χρόνος = year is illustrated in Sophocles 

by many instances, to which those of this passage and 20-9, as well 

as of Oxyr.Pap.1424 and 1593, may be added. It is the specific term 

in MGk for year. The wish ἐρρῶσθαί σε χρόνοις πολλοῖς which occurs in 

the above Oxyr.Papyri corresponds exactly with the MGk greeting 

ὑγεῖες καὶ χρόνια πολλὰ, good health and many years to you. The English 

version oftentimes is of course erroneous, as has already been pointed 

out by Meyer, the error starting with the Vulgate; but Meyer’s own 

rendering during along time is no better. Both with the sense of often- 

times and of during a long time we should have had the present cvvap- 

πάζει and not the plusquamperfect. The Vulgate’s imperfect arripiebat 

is an additional error. 

9-3. μηδὲν αἴρετε εἰς τὴν ὁδὸν, μήτε ῥάβδον. Luke repeats here the mis- 

take μηδὲ ῥάβδον which exists in Mt 10-10. At that place I have com- 

mented as follows ‘The picture which these words bring up before the 

mind’s eye is that of an Eastern fakir who travels barefoot and scantily 

clad, begging his way. But invariably such beggars carry a rude staff 

to lean upon. These sticks are not articles of luxury and involve no 

expense. Hence I think that instead of μηδὲ ῥάβδον the correct reading 

is ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ῥάβδον (ἀλλ᾽ ἢ = εἰ μὴ, cf. Dan. (LXX) 3-95 μηδὲ προσκυνήσωσι 

θεῷ ἑτέρῳ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ θεῷ) in accordance with what is in Mk 6-8, namely, 

εἰ μὴ ῥάβδον. M and AA being interchangeable in old manuscripts, 
YITOAHMATAAHPABAON (that is, ὑποδήματ᾽ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ) was misread as 

YIIOAHMATAMHPABAON under the influence of μὴ πήραν, and μὴ 

was afterwards changed into μηδὲ in accordance with the proximate 

μηδέ. Should my suggestion be correct, it would follow that the blunder 

occurred very early, as the injunction to the disciples to carry no 

staff is repeated in Lk 9-3 in a way which precludes the supposition 
of an error.’ Cf. also Philos.9-4-20, where the Essenes, a species of 
fakirs, are described as travelling μηδὲν φέροντες πλὴν ὅπλου Ξ- ῥάβδου. 

9-4. εἰς ἣν ἂν οἰκίαν εἰσέλθητε, ἐκεῖ μένετε καὶ ἐκεῖθεν ἐξέρχεσθε. The 
Vulgate renders in quamcumque domum intraveritis, ibi manete et inde 
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ne exeatis, a reading supported by one old Latin, one Greek minuscule, 

and the Aethiopian version, but ignored by Baljon and Souter. Soden, 

however, has done well to record it-though he does so half-heartedly— 

for it is the genuine reading, i.e. μὴ ἐξέρχεσθε. The Apostles are exhorted 

to stay in one house and not to wander from house to house like common 

beggars. See my note on 10-7. That a minuscule offers this lection is 

one out of many proofs that the minuscules are not to be despised as 

is the fashion. For the loss of the negative see my note on Jn 5-46 and 

more particularly my note on Rom.1-19. 

9-13. οὐκ elow ἡμῖν πλεῖον ἢ πέντε ἄρτοι καὶ δύο ἰχθύες, εἰ μήτι πορευ- 

θέντες ἡμεῖς ἀγοράσωμεν εἰς πάντα τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον βρώματα. The text as 

it stands must imply that the disciples had the means of buying food 

for five thousand people, which of course is out of the question, 

Besides, there is an insuperable difficulty in the combination εἰ μήτι, 

for μήτι always introduces an interrogation and εἰ does not comport 

with such ; you cannot say if do you perhaps wish etc ? The manuscript 

Ὁ, however, does not read εἰ but ἢ, which yields an admirable sense, 

ie. or is thy wish (spoken ironically) perhaps that we should ourselves 

go and buy food for all this crowd ? That we have to do with an interro- 

gation is proved by the parallel] interrogation of Mk 6-37 ἀπελθόντες 

ἀγοράσωμεν διακοσίων δηναρίων ἄρτους ; 

9-26. ὃς γὰρ ἂν ἐπαισχυνθῇ με. An allusion probably to the sneering 

in vogue among the enemies of the followers of Christ of which many 

of them were shy and in consequence of which they hesitated to call 

themselves Χριστιανοί. This sneer or évedos is implied in Mt 5-11 

μακάριοί ἐστε ὅταν ὀνειδίσωσιν ὑμᾶς. Hebr.11-26 μείζονα πλοῦτον ἡγησά- 

μένος τῶν Αἰγύπτου θησαυρῶν τὸν ὀνειδισμὸν τοῦ Χριστοῦ. 1Pet.4-14 εἰ 

ὀνειδίζεσθε ἐν ὀνόματι Χριστοῦ, μακάριοι. 16 εἰ δὲ ὡς Χριστιανός (τις 

πάσχει), μὴ αἰσχυνέσθω. Tat.Graec.17 καὶ ὑμεῖς δὲ γέλωτος ἢν μὴ ἀποπαύ- 

σησθε, τῶν αὐτῶν ὧν περ καὶ οἱ γόητες τιμωριῶν ἀπολαύσεσθε. The last 

quotation shows that the sneer was intended to be such as to excite 

mirth. What was it that gave rise to the sneer? I believe it was the 

word Χριστὸς, which the enemies of Christians pretended to derive 

from χρίω in the offensive sense of besmearing. It is also in allusion to 

this that probably 2Cor.2-15 refers to εὐωδία, meaning that if, as we are 

sneered at, we emit an odour, that odour is a sweet one. 



20 ST LUKE Ix 

9-30, οἵτινες ἦσαν. Id est. Cf. 2-11 σωτὴρ, ὅς ἐστι Χριστός. 
9-31. ἔξοδον. The going out of the corpse from the house, funeral, and. 

by extension death, exitus. The word as £68: (= ἐξόδιον) still alive in 

demotic MGk in the sense of funeral. 
9-33, μὴ εἰδὼς ὃ λέγει. This can only mean not knowing what he says, 

which obviously conveys an impossible sense; but by distorting the 

present tense of λέγει into an aorist and rendering not knowing 

what he said the translators have made things worse, creating an 
impression as if Peter had previously uttered some outrageous remark. 

What the situation calls for is clearly that St Peter was confused 

at the apparition and at a loss what to say. In accordance with this 

some few minuscules read τί λέγῃ as it stands in the parallel passage of 

Mk 9-6 οὐ yap ἤδει τί ἀποκριθῇ (cf. also v. 58 οὐκ ἔχει ποῦ τὴν κεφαλὴν 

κλίνῃ. Mk 8-1 μὴ ἐχόντων τί φάγωσι. Xen.Mem.2-1-30 διὰ τὸ μηδὲν ἔχειν 

ὅτι ποιῇς. LEvang.Thom.7 τί εἴπω οὐκ οἶδα), but as usual their reading 

has been neglected. The Vulgate correctly nesciens quid diceret. 

9-39. καὶ σπαράσσει αὐτόν. In several documents this is preceded by 

καὶ ῥήσσει, which I believe to be right. It was probably omitted because 

ῥήσσει was thought to express the same as σπαράσσει; but it signifies 

throws down (see my following note), and this is what happens to the 

unfortunate epileptics. 

9-42. ἔρρηξεν αὐτόν. Threw him down. So in the AV, but exaggerated 

by the Revisers into dashed him down. Sophocles under v. ῥήγνυμι 

(= ῥήσσω) quotes this very passage in the sense of to throw down. 

In MGE ῥήσσω in the form of ῥήχνω has displaced ῥίπτω. Coraes in 

Plut.Sull.37 says “τὸ παρ’ ἡμῖν ῥήχνω ἐστὶν αὐτὸ τὸ ἀρχαῖον ῥήσσω, ῥηγνύω 

ἢ ῥήγνυμι. We can watch the beginning of this evolution in Eur.Bacc. 

633 δώματ᾽ ἔρρηξεν χαμᾶζε. 

9-51. τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ ἐστήριξε τοῦ πορεύεσθαι εἰς Ἱερουσαλήμ. Cf. 

Dan.9-3 ἔδωκα τὸ πρόσωπόν μου ἐπὶ κύριον τὸν θεὸν τοῦ ἐκζητῆσαι. 
ἐστήριξε εἰς Ἱερουσαλήμ. Cf. Enoch 24-2 ὄρη ἐπ᾿ ἀνατολὰς ἐστηριγμένα. 
10-4. μηδένα κατὰ τὴν ὁδὸν ἀσπάσησθε. An injunction not to imitate 

beggars, who in order to extort alms often stop passers-by with their 
whining salaams or salutations; see my notes on 9-4 and 10-7. I'he 

disciples are to go on their way scantily clad as fakirs or mendicants, 
but to avoid anything that would assimilate their manners to those 
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of importunate vagrants. Probably something of the same sort is en- 

joined in 4K ings 4-29 ἐὰν εὕρῃς ἄνδρα οὐκ εὐλογήσεις αὐτὸν, καὶ ἐὰν εὖ- 

λογήσῃ σε ἀνὴρ οὐκ ἀποκριθήσῃ αὐτῷ. Robinson, The Evangelists and 

the Mishna p. 216, referring to our passage, remarks ‘ In times of great 

anxiety and concern in the state mutual salutations were prohibited.’ 

But there is no trace of anxiety and concern at this place. 

10-7. ἐν αὐτῇ δὲ τῇ οἰκίᾳ μένετε ἐσθίοντες καὶ πίνοντες τὰ παρ᾽ αὐτῶν 

-πἄξιος γὰρ ὃ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ--μὴ μεταβαίνετε ἐξ οἰκίας εἰς οἰκίαν. 

As pointed out in my note on 9-4, the Apostles are commanded not to 

comport themselves after the manner of undignified mendicants, who 

go a-begging from house to house. Such a nuisance must have been in 

the order of the day in those times. For, taking advantage of the pro- 

verbially blind enthusiasm of new converts,there must haveissued forth 

a crowd of vagabonds who went about representing themselves as 

Apostles and men persecuted for their stubborn loyalty to their new 

faith ; they would point to their poverty as if it were the result of their 

personal sacrifices, adding many other pitiful tales, and thus in the 

name of Christian fellowship eliciting contributions from the credulous. 

Similar tricks are not unknown in our own times. That the traffic in 

Christianity was not inconsiderable is shown by 2Cor. 2-17 οὐ γάρ ἐσμεν 

ὡς of πολλοὶ καπηλεύοντες τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ. 

10-8. ἐσθίετε τὰ παρατιθέμενα ὑμῖν. A further injunction bearing upon 

manners, which directs the Apostles not to behave like gluttons but 

just eat decently what is put before them. So Weiss ‘ hier lediglich in 

dem Sinne, dass sie nehmen sollen, was man ihnen bietet, ohne weiteres 

zu fordern.? The same admonition in Sir.34-16 φάγε ὡς ἄνθρωπος τὰ 

παρακείμενά σοι, καὶ μὴ διαμασῶ μὴ μισηθῇς (probably μυσαχθῇς, lest thou 

excite disgust); παῦσαι πρῶτος χάριν παιδείας (1.6. 11 a well disciplined 

man) καὶ μὴ ἀπληστεύου. Similarly in MGk τρῶγε σὰν ἄνθρωπος, which is 

a current expression and means eat like a man and not ravenously 

like a beast. 
10-11. τὸν κονιορτὸν ἀπομασσόμεθα. Valckenaer remarks ‘ verbum 

ἀπομάσσεσθαι his in libris inusitatum, neque ab aliis, quod sciam, 

Judaeis graecientibus adhibitum,’ and corrects ἀποτινασσόμεθα in ac- 

cordauce with 9-5 τὸν κονιορτὸν ἀπὸ τῶν ποδῶν ἀποτινάξατε. Mt 10-14. 

Mk 6-11. 
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10-22. πάντα παρεδόθη μοι ὑπὸ τοῦ πατρός pou, Kal οὐδεὶς γινώσκει τίς 

ἐστιν ὃ υἱὸς εἰμὴ ὁ πατὴρ καὶ τίς ἐστιν ὁ πατὴρ εἰμὴ ὁ υἱὸς καὶ ᾧ ἐὰν βού- 
ληται ὁ υἱὸς ἀποκαλύψαι, All commentators translate all things have 

been delivered to me, but the following words οὐδεὶς γινώσκει κτλ de- 

monstrate that παρεδόθη μοι denotes have been taught, explained, to me. 

In my note on Rom.6-17 I have commented as follows ‘apeddOnre= ἐδι- 

δάχθητε, you have been taught. So Sophocles in v. παραδίδωμι. Cf. Just. 

56 ὡς ἐδιδάχθημεν ἀφθόνως παραδιδόντες. Euseb. EH. 6-18 γεωμετρίαν 

παραδιδούς. In this sense Mt 11-27 (=Lk 10-22) πάντα μοι παρεδόθη ὑπὸ 

τοῦ πατρός μου and Acts 4-33 ἀπεδίδουν (probably παρεδίδουν) τὸ μυστή- 

ριον( 88 μαρτύριον). Similarly the simple διδόναι, cf. Jn 17-8 τὰ ῥήματα 

ἃ δέδωκάς μοι δέδωκα αὐτοῖς. 17-14 ἐγὼ δέδωκα αὐτοῖς τὸν λόγον σου.’ 

10-29. θέλων δικαιῶσαι ἑαυτόν. The scribe, as shown by ἀνέστη and 

ἐκπειράζων of v.25, approached Jesus with hostile and insidious inten- 

tions, and there is nothing in the text to show that he modified his 

attitude; on the contrary, by his further question καὶ ris ἐστίν μου 

πλησίον he still endeavours to trip up the Lord. I do not therefore con- 

sider that δικαιῶσαι is right. The original reading, it seems to me, was 

θέλων δοκιμάσαι ἔτι αὐτὸν, desiring to make a trial of him once more, 

what is stated by ἐκπειράζειν in v.25 being here repeated by its synonym 

δοκιμάζειν. Compare similar attacks made by the scribes as related at 

11-53 ἤρξαντο οἱ γραμματεῖς ἀποστομίζειν αὐτὸν περὶ πλειόνων ἐνεδρεύοντες 

αὐτὸν and at 20-20 ἀπέστειλαν ἐγκαθέτους ὑποκρινομένους ἑαυτοὺς δικαίους 

εἶναι ἵνα ἐπιλάβωνται αὐτοῦ λόγου. The change was probably brought 

about by the influence of the rebuke addressed to the Pharisees in 16-15 

ὑμεῖς ἐστε of δικαιοῦντες ἑαυτοὺς ἐνώπιον τῶν ἀνθρώπων. 

10-40. ἡ δὲ Μάρθα περιεσπᾶτο περὶ πολλὴν διακονίαν. Martha’s δια- 

κονία changed character in the legend of later times and she became 

glorified as a saint specially interested in charity; cf. Acts Phil.94 ἡ 

δὲ Μάρθα ἐστὶν ἡ διακονοῦσα τοῖς πλήθεσιν καὶ κοπιῶσα σφόδρα. See my 
note on Jn 11-5. 

10-41. ὀλίγων δὲ ἔστι χρεία ἢ ἑνός. A locus desperatus. Part of the 

corruption is ἢ ἑνὸς, which probably represents a marginal comment 

referring to ὀλίγων and meaning ‘or write ἑνός." A few documents omit 

ἢ ἑνός. 

11-8. εἰ καὶ οὐ δώσει ἀναστὰς διὰ τὸ εἶναι αὐτοῦ φίλον, διά γε τὴν 
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ἀναίδειαν αὐτοῦ ἐγερθεὶς δώσει αὐτῷ ὅσων χρήζει. The words διά ye τὴν 

ἀναίδειαν αὐτοῦ have been translated yet because of his importunity, 

though admittedly ἀναίδειαν means shamelessness. It has been supposed 

that the neighbour who asks for the loan of the three loaves persists in 

his request, making himself importunate and objectionable, a make- 

shift view which I presume emanates from St Chrysostom, for Euthy- 

mius says “ ἀναίδειαν δὲ εἶπε τὴν ἐπιμονὴν τῆς αἰτήσεως.; By a novel 

method of translation it is this supposed importunity which our ver- 

sions give and not what our text explicitly states. As a matter of fact 

there is nothing in the text which points to an importunity; on the 

contrary, the neighbour’s request is made politely and only once. On 

the other hand, it is clear from the context that his friend returns no 

rude answer but hands the loaves; he does so, however, not simply 

because he is asked by a neighbour, that is not a sufficient inducement 

for him to overlook an inconvenience, but for a better reason, namely, 

because he sees him in a real fix and thinks it a duty to help him 

out of his difficulty. Therefore read διά ye τὴν ἔνδειαν αὐτοῦ, yet because 

of his need, which is in accordance with Deut.15-7 οὐ μὴ συσφίγξεις 

τὴν χεῖρά σου ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ σου τοῦ ἐπιδεομένου" ἀνοίγων ἀνοίξεις τὰς 

χεῖράς σου αὐτῷ καὶ δάνειον δανιεῖς αὐτῷ ὅσον ἐπιδέεται, καθότι ἐνδεεῖται. 

Cf. also Isa.25-4 ἐγένου τοῖς ἀθυμήσασι δι ἔνδειαν σκέπη. Act.Thom.149 

πληρωτὴς τῶν ἐμῶν ὑστερημάτων καὶ τροφεὺς τῆς ἐμῆς ἐνδείας. Just.292b 

τὰς προσφορὰς καὶ τὰς θυσίας δι ἔνδειαν (because he was in need?) ὃ 

θεὸς ἐνετείλατο ποιεῖν ; The same thought in Xen.Mem.2-7-1 τὰς ἀπορίας 

τῶν φίλων δι ἔνδειαν ἐπαρκεῖν. The idea of importunity was probably 

suggested by 18-7 ὁ δὲ θεὸς οὐ μὴ ποιήσῃ τὴν ἐκδίκησιν τῶν ἐκλεκτῶν 

αὐτοῦ τῶν βοώντων αὐτῷ ἡμέρας καὶ νυκτός ; 

11-18. πνεῦμα ἅγιον. A variant δόμα ἀγαθὸν seems to me preferable, 

for a bestowal of the Holy Ghost is here incompatible with the con- 

text. Bentley ‘illud πνεῦμα ἅγιον est ex interpretatione.’ 

11-19, λέγετε ἐν Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐκβάλλειν με τὰ δαιμόνια. Εἰ δὲ ἐγὼ ἐν 

Βεελζεβοὺλ ἐκβάλλω τὰ δαιμόνια, of υἱοὶ ὑμῶν ἐν τίνι ἐκβάλλουσι ; Διὰ 

τοῦτο κριταὶ ὑμῶν αὐτοὶ ἔσονται. Εἰ δὲ ἐν δακτύλῳ θεοῦ ἐγὼ ἐκβάλλω τὰ 

δαιμόνια, ἄρα ἔφθασεν ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ. A passage too con- 

cisely worded, and its drift has become exceedingly obscure. I believe 

it to be this: You accuse me of having dealings with the devil on 
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the ground that I cast out devils, asserting that it is by the agency of 

Beelzeboul that such miracles are performed. But your own friends 

claim that they too cast out devils (since there are exorcists among 

you, see Acts 19-13), and by your reasoning they must have dealings 

with Beelzeboul. Such an imputation would be resented by them, who 

would treat you as liars. I thus land you in a dilemma; either you 

must admit that your friends are infamous, which you will not do, or 

that I cast out devils by the help of God. As you are driven to elect 

the latter alternative, you must also admit that the kingdom of God 

is upon you, in other words that I am the Messiah. 

11-21. ἐν εἰρήνῃ ἔστι τὰ ὑπάρχοντα αὐτοῦ. 1. 6. τὰ ὑπάρχοντα ἀὐτοῦ 

ἔστιν ἐν σωτηρίᾳ or σώζονται; also in 19-42. For εἰρήνη = salaam, 

σωτηρία see my note on Apoc.7-10. 

11-22. ἐπὰν δὲ ἰσχυρότερος αὐτοῦ ἐπελθὼν νικήσῃ αὐτὸν, Thy πανοπλίαν 

αὐτοῦ αἴρει ἐφ᾽ ἡ ἐπεποίθει καὶ τὰ σκῦλα αὐτοῦ διαδίδωσιν. The clause 

καὶ τὰ σκῦλα αὐτοῦ διαδίδωσιν Was no doubt taken from Isa.53-12 τῶν 

ἰσχυρῶν μεριεῖ σκῦλα. But σκῦλα here is not a well-chosen word, for it 

is not the vanquished who obtain spoils (σκῦλα), but the victors. It 

has been pedantically used because it stands in Isaiah. Matthew 12-29 
fitly replaces σκῦλα by σκεύη which is not in Isaiah, and this shows 

that his verse was borrowed from Luke. 

11-24. ἀνύδρων. I have explained in my note on Mt 12-43 that 

ἀνύδρων is an early misreading of μυρίων. 

11-35. σκόπει οὖν μὴ τὸ φῶς τὸ ἐν σοὶ σκότος ἐστίν. 36 Εἰ οὖν τὸ σῶμά 

σου ὅλον φωτεινὸν μὴ ἔχον τι μέρος σκοτεινὸν, ἔσται φωτεινὸν ὅλον ὡς ὅταν 

6 λύχνος τῇ ἀστραπῇ φωτίζῃ σε. This extraordinary sentence has had its 

defenders ; no wonder, for there is no textual monstrosity in the New 

Testament which has not been upheld by arguments more or less in- 

genious. I thought at one time that perhaps, in accordance with Euthy- 

mius σκόπει οὖν μὴ ὃ νοῦς σκοτισθῇ and Gal.6-1 σκοπῶν σεαυτὸν μὴ καὶ σὺ 

πειρασθῇς, the text originally read σκόπει οὖν μὴ τὸ φῶς τὸ ἐν σοὶ σκότος 

ἔσται (= ἦ, γένηται, οἷ. Mk 14-2 μὴ ἐν τῇ ἑορτῇ μήποτε θόρυβος ἔσται. 

Hebr.3-12 βλέπετε μήποτε ἔσται ἔν τινι καρδία πονηρά. Protev.Jac.9 φοβή- 

θητε μήπως ἔσται τοῦτο), ἵνα ἢ τὸ σῶμά σου ὅλον φωτεινὸν, μὴ ἔχον τι μέρος 

σκοτεινὸν ὡς ὅταν ὁ λύχνος τῇ ἀστραπῇ φωτίζη σε. Thus as a conclusion 
from what preceded we should have an advice to the listeners to heed 
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lest their doings degenerate into sins. But D and old Latins drop v.36, 
and I am now inclined to think that, so far at least as that verse is con- 

cerned, it was a clumsy marginal note which, being cacographically 

scribbled in the first instance, took different forms. For the Syr.Sinaiti- 

cus gives Therefore also thy body, when there is in it no lamp that hath 

shone, is dark ; thus while thy lamp is shining, it gives light to thee. 

An old Latin says si ergo corpus tuum, lucernam non habens lucidam, 

obscurum est, quanto magis, cum lucerna luceat, inluminat te. Another 

Latin gives si enim corpus quod in te est lucernam non habuerit lucen- 

tem, tibt tenebrosa est ; quanto magis autem lucerna tua fulgens lucebit te. 

11-41. τὰ ἐνόντα δότε ἐλεημοσύνην. An admonition repeated in 12-33 

πωλήσατε τὰ ὑπάρχοντα ὑμῶν καὶ δότε ἐλεημοσύνην ; it is on the lines of 

Tob.4-8 ὥς σοι ὑπάρχοι (= τὰ ἐνόντα) κατὰ τὸ πλῆθος ποίησον ἐξ αὐτῶν 

ἐλεημοσύνην. The admonition comes in abruptly because there is a play 

upon the word ἐνόντα, which means both contents as well as what you 

can, As it were: We speak about the cleanliness of the ἔσωθεν (the 

ἐνόντα) ; yea, give τὰ ἐνόντα (what you can afford) in alms, and then 

everything will come right. I have indicated similar artifices in my 

notes on 12-22. Rom.6-3. 7-4 and more especially 10-8. 

11-42, ἀποδεκατοῦτε τὸ ἡδύοσμον καὶ τὸ πήγανον καὶ πᾶν λάχανον. As 
the Jews did not tithe every herb but only such as are fragrant, 

πᾶν λάχανον is suspect. The parallel passage in Mt 23-23, from which 

Luke drew, mentions τὸ ἄνηθον, and this may have been the original 

reading, the more so as there exists documentary evidence, recorded 

by Soden, in its favour. What reason could Luke have had for re- 

placing τὸ ἄνηθον, one of the most fragrant herbs, by every kind of 

herb ? Or, was he perhaps ignorant of the Jewish (see my note on 2-11) 

custom and thought that it did not matter much if he deviated from 

Matthew’s words? 
11-44. τὰ μνημεῖα τὰ ἄδηλα. Graves without any signs indicating 

that they are such; probably graves of the very poor. Encycl. Bibl. v. 

Medicine p. 3007 ‘the disposal of the dead was extramural ; ordinary 

earth burial with or without coffins was perhaps the commonest.’ 

11-47. οὐαὶ ὑμῖν, ὅτι οἰκοδομεῖτε τὰ μνημεῖα τῶν προφητῶν, ot δὲ πατέρες 

ὑμῶν ἀπέκτειναν αὐτούς. “Apo μάρτυρές ἐστε καὶ συνευδοκεῖτε τοῖς ἔργοις 

τῶν πατέρων ὑμῶν, ὅτι αὐτοὶ μὲν ἀπέκτειναν αὐτοὺς, ὑμεῖς δὲ οἰκοδομεῖτε. 

E 
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In its present form there is no possibility of eliciting a sane meaning 

out of the text, for is it not nonsensical to say that, inasmuch as they 

built the tombs of the prophets and thus honoured them, the lawyers 

evinced approval of the deeds of their ancestors who had murdered 

those honoured prophets? That is, however, exactly what the text tells 

us, But in Ὁ and several old Latins (disregarded by Baljon) there is 

a variant μάρτυρές ἐστε μὴ συνευδοκεῖν, which affords a perfectly appro- 

priate sense. A lawyer urged a strict adherence to the burdensome 

traditions of the Jews, and Jesus answers: Ye inconsistent hypo- 

crites! You build the tombs of the prophets whom your ancestors 

murdered ; how can we then follow the example of your ancestors as 

you urge, when by your own action in honouring those prophets you re- 

pudiate the deeds of your ancestors and protest that we must dissociate 

ourselves from their principles? For μάρτυρές ἐστε μὴ συνευδοκεῖν = 

μαρτύρεσθε μὴ συνευδοκεῖν, you protest that we must not concur in, cf. 

Nehem.9-29 ἐπεμαρτύρω αὐτοῖς ἐπιστρέψαι αὐτοὺς els τὸν νόμον cov. 13-15 

ἐπεμαρτυράμην ἐν ἡμέρᾳ πράσεως αὐτῶν (= ἐπεμαρτυράμην μὴ πιπράσκειν). 

Herod.5-92 ἐπιμαρτυρόμεθα μὴ κατιστάναι. 98 ἐπεμαρτύροντο μὴ ποιέειν. 

Thuc.6-29 ἐπεμαρτύρετο μὴ ἀπόντος πέρι αὐτοῦ διαβολὰς ἀποδέχεσθαι. 

Aesch. Hum. 646 ὑμᾶς δ᾽ ἀκούειν ταῦτ᾽ ἐγὼ μαρτύρομαι. 

μάρτυρές ἐστε. Θα. μααρτύρεσθε or ἐπιμαρτύρεσθε. 

11-53. ἤρξαντο ἐνέχειν καὶ ἀποστομίζειν * αὐτὸν περὶ πλειόνων. Respecting 

ἐνέχειν Meyer correctly remarks ‘not to be angry as usually inter- 

preted, which would require a qualifying addition such as χόλον 

(Herod.1-118. 6-119. 8-27).? But his own interpretation they began 

terribly to give heed to him in a hostile sense is quite as inadmissible, 

for the hostility of the scribes did not begin on this occasion but was 

of long date. Nor is the reference to Mk 6-19 ἐνεῖχεν αὐτῷ to the 

point; that means ἐμνησικάκει αὐτῷ, bore him a grudge, and such an 

interpretation is equally incompatible with ἤρξαντο. The context 

demands a notion of pressing (by arguments and contradictions), and 

the variant συνέχειν, which is recorded in several Mss, seems to me to 

meet the case. Cf. 8-45 συνέχουσί σε καὶ ἀποθλίβουσι. 19-43 οἱ ἐχθροί 
σου περικυκλώσουσί σε καὶ συνέξουσί σε πάντοθεν. With this agrees also 
the Vulgate graviter insistere. 

* Most Mss give ἀποστοματίζειν. 
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With regard to ἀποστομίζειν I do not know where the English trans- 

lators have found that this verb means to provoke him to speak of 

many things. Sophocles renders ἀποστομίζω by to put difficult questions 

to any one, and refers to Evang.1Thom.6-3 ἤρξατο ἀποστομίζειν τὸν 

διδάσκαλον, καὶ οὐκ ἴσχυσεν αὐτῷ ἀποκριθῆναι, and evidently this is the 

correct sense here. The word is still familiar in MGk, but its import 

has become more forcible. Cf. Vlakhos ‘dzocroua, fermer la bouche ἃ 

quelqwun [by arguing him into a corner |, réduire au silence, confondre.? 

The Vulgate gives os eius opprimere, which looks as if it understood 

the word in the MGk sense, which is also that of Evang.1Thom.19-2 

ἐθαύμαζον πῶς παιδίον ὑπάρχων ἀποστομίζει τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους. 

12-3. ὅσα ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ εἴπατε ἐν τῷ φωτὶ ἀκουσθήσεται. The scope of 

this sentence is not different to that of the following ὃ πρὸς τὸ οὖς 

ἐλαλήσατε ἐν τοῖς ταμείοις κηρυχθήσεται ἐπὶ τῶν δωμάτων, except that it 

represents a man choosing not a private but a dark place io which 

to confide a secret. But why should darkness be necessary for such a 

purpose? What is essential is privacy (ἐν τοῖς ταμείοις) ; darkness is 

quite beside the point. I therefore read ὅσα ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ ἐποιεῖτε ἐν τῷ 

φωτὶ ὀφθήσεται, for it is strange that the case of a bad word should 

be mentioned but nothing said about that of a bad deed. The corrup- 

tion was due to ἐποιεῖτε having been misread as εἴπατε, after which 

ὀφθήσεται would easily lapse into ἀκουσθήσεται. It follows then that 

Mt 10-27 ὃ λέγω ὑμῖν ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ εἴπατε ἐν TH φωτὶ καὶ ὃ εἰς τὸ οὖς 

ἀκούετε κηρύξατε ἐπὶ τῶν δωμάτων is a later addition borrowed from 

Luke after the corruption of his text. 

12-15. ὅτι οὐκ ἐν τῷ περισσεύειν τινὶ ἡ ζωὴ αὐτοῦ ἔστιν ἐκ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων 

αὐτοῦ. I think that ζωὴ here stands for βίος = πλοῦτος (cf. 8-43, etc); 

in this signification it occurs twice in Herod.8-105.* If so, the sense 

is fora man’s wealth does not consist in the abundance of his worldly 

possessions, this thought as a conclusion being again pressed in 

v.21 οὕτως 6 θησαυρίζων ἑαυτῷ καὶ μὴ εἰς θεὸν πλουτῶν. To express 

his idea St Luke seems to have used a very peculiar construction, 

which in ordinary style would have been οὐδενὶ yap ἔστιν ἡ ζωὴ ἐκ 

περισσῶν ὑπαρχόντων. 

* Of. also Hom. £96 ἢ γάρ οἱ ζωὴ ἣν ἄσπετος. 208 ζωὴν ἐδάσαντο. π 429 κατὰ 
ζωὴν φαγέμεν μενοεικέα πολλήν. 
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12-20. 6 θεός. Qu. ὁ θάνατος. 
12-22. ph μεριμνᾶτε τῇ ψυχῇ (= περὶ τῆς ψυχῆς, οὗ, v. 26 τί περὶ τῶν 

λοιπῶν μεριμνᾶτε ;) τί φάγητε μηδὲ τῷ σώματι ὑμῶν τί ἐνδύσησθε. The 

antithesis both here and at the parallel passage of Mt 6-25 is between 

providing for the outside needs of one’s body and satisfying the inside 

cravings of one’s belly. Therefore the version of ψυχὴ by life is not 

correct ; in fact, it creates a false antithesis between the body as a 

whole and life. There are many passages where ψυχὴ as a Hebraism 

signifies belly. Cf. Deut.12-23 οὐ βρωθήσεται ἡ ψυχὴ μετὰ τῶν κρεῶν. 

24-2 φαγῇ σταφυλὴν ὅσον ψυχήν σου ἐμπλησθῆναι. Job 38-39 ψυχὰς 

δρακόντων ἐμπλήσεις. Prov.19-15 ψυχὴ ἀεργοῦ πεινάσει. 25-25 ὕδωρ 

ψυχρὸν ψυχῇ διψώσῃ προσηνές. Sir.34-29 πικρία ψυχῆς οἶνος πινόμενος 

πολύς. Hos.9-4 οἱ ἄρτοι αὐτῶν ταῖς ψυχαῖς αὐτῶν οὐκ εἰσελεύσονται. The 

synonymity of ψυχὴ and κοιλία is shown likewise by Cant.5-4 7 κοιλία 

pov ἐθροήθη ἐπ᾿ αὐτὸν, where κοιλία = heart, soul. It was because of this 

synonymity being well felt that ψυχικὸς ἄνθρωπος came to mean a man 

addicted to gluttony or generally to materialism, as opposed to πνευ- 

patios, the spiritual man, In MGk ψυχικὸ is the region of the belly. 

In the words immediately following ἡ yap ψυχὴ πλεῖόν ἐστι τῆς 

τροφῆς I think ψυχὴ implies its specific signification of soul. For similar 
artifices see my note on 11-41. 

12-29. μὴ ζητεῖτε τί φάγητε καὶ τί πίητε καὶ μὴ μετεωρίζεσθε. The 

Vulgate renders nolite in sublime tolli, in which it is followed by 

Luther; but as Grimm rightly remarks, such an interpretation ‘ pa- 

rum quadrat ad antecedentia.’ The true interpretation is shun dis- 

orderly conduct, for τί πίητε points to Luke having had in view riotous 

drunkards. Cf. v. 45 ἐὰν δὲ εἴπῃ ὁ δοῦλος ἐκεῖνος Xpoviter ὃ κύριός pov 
ἔρχεσθαι, καὶ ἄρξηται τύπτειν τοὺς παῖδας καὶ τὰς παιδίσκας, ἐσθίειν τε καὶ 

πίνειν καὶ μεθύσκεσθαι. Such recommendations of a rather puritanical 
spirit we have also in Rom.13-13 εὐσχημόνως περιπατήσωμεν, μὴ κώμοις: 
καὶ μέθαις. Eph.5-4 μηδὲ ὀνομαζέσθω ἐν ὑμῖν μωρολογία ἢ εὐτραπελία. 
1Cor.10-7 also repeats the contemptuous words of Ex.32-6 ἐκάθισεν 
ὁ λαὸς φαγεῖν καὶ πιεῖν καὶ ἀνέστησαν παίζειν. Sophocles quotes three 
instances from the fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries of μετεωρίζομαι 
in the sense of to be frivolous or in high spirits, to amuse or enjoy one- 
self, and four others from the third and fourth centuries of μετεωρισμὸς: 
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as equivalent to levity, amusement, jesting. ClemR.1Cor.30 had in his 
recollection Rom.13-13 μὴ κώμοις καὶ μέθαις in saying φεύγοντες μέθας 
καὶ νεωτερισμοὺς, Where we must no doubt correct μετεωρισμούς. In 
Protev.Jac.6-2 for διεπλάνων αὐτὴν (= amused her) there is a variant 
ἐμετεώρισαν. Both the verb and the noun are still alive in MGk, though 

rather obsolescent. Vlakhos v. μετωρίζομαι ‘ badiner, plaisanter, jouer,’ 

and v. μέτωρον ‘ badinage, plaisanterie.’ Also pérwpos is still alive in 

the sense of buffoon, jester, scurra, though overlooked by Vléikhos. 

Wagner, Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, p. 144, quotes νὰ συντύχωσιν 

ὀλιγούτσικά τινα τῶν μετεωρισμάτων, to say a few jocular things. 

12-36. πότε ἀναλύσῃ ἐκ τῶν γάμων. The English version, misled by the 

Vulgate quando revertatur a nuptiis, renders this by when he will re- 

turn from the marriage feast. But ἀναλύω means to depart; Sophocles 

y. ἀναλύω besides other instances cites our passage in support. The 

original meaning is to weigh anchor; Liddell and Scott ‘ to loose from 

the moorings, to weigh anchor, Lat. solvere; and so generally to depart, 

go away.’ It is clear that if ἀναλύσῃ meant he will return, the following 

ἐλθόντος would be superfluous. 

12-37, μακάριοι οἱ δοῦλοι ἐκεῖνοι οὗς ὁ κύριος ἐλθὼν εὑρήσει γρηγοροῦντας᾽ 

ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι περιζώσεται καὶ ἀνακλινεῖ αὐτοὺς καὶ παρελθὼν δια- 

κονήσει αὐτοῖς. Κἂν ἐν τῇ δευτέρᾳ κἂν ἐν τῇ τρίτῃ φυλακῇ ἔλθῃ καὶ εὕρῃ 

οὕτω, μακάριοί εἰσιν ἐκεῖνοι. It has been sought to account for the strange 

condescension of the master by theological arguments, seeing that on 

its own merits the idea of the master waiting upon his slaves is 

thoroughly preposterous, especially when applied to the East where 

the point of dignity is so strong ; see my note on Rom.16-1. I cannot 

believe that the words ἀμὴν λέγω «7A come from Luke, not only because 

they are so bizarre but also because they split the clauses μακάριοι of 

δοῦλοι ἐκεῖνοι ods ὃ κύριος ἐλθὼν εὑρήσει γρηγοροῦντας and κἂν ἐν τῇ Sev- 

τέρᾳ κἂν ἐν τῇ τρίτῃ φυλακῇ ἔλθῃ καὶ εὕρῃ οὕτω, μακάριοί εἰσιν ἐκεῖνοι. 

To me the words in question seem to apply to guests who, unexpect- 

edly perhaps, arrive at a hospitable house bringing glad tidings, and 

to have been intruded here from another work. 

12-45. ἐὰν δὲ εἴπῃ ὁ δοῦλος χρονίζει ὁ κύριός pou ἔρχεσθαι καὶ ἄρξηται 

ἐσθίειν τε καὶ πίνειν καὶ μεθύσκεσθαι. The proper conduct of a servant 

during his master’s absence is given in XII Patr.Jos.3-5, where Joseph 
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says that ἐὰν ἀπεδήμει ὁ κύριός pov, οἶνον οὐκ ἔπινον Kal τριημερίξων 

ἐλάμβανόν μου τὴν τροφήν. 

12-49. πῦρ ἦλθον βαλεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, καὶ τί θέλω εἰ ἤδη ἀνήφθη; βά- 

πτισμα δὲ ἔχω βαπτισθῆναι, καὶ πῶς συνέχομαι ἕως ὅτου τελεσθῇ ; It does 

not seem to me that any one has ever elicited any plausible meaning 

out of this passage. That it is corrupt the words βάπτισμα ἔχω Ba- 

πτισθῆναι ought to make plain, since Jesus’ baptism had already been 

performed. I suggest πῦρ ἦλθον βαλεῖν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, καὶ τί πενθῶ εἰ δεῖ 

ἀναφθῆναι; βασάνισμα ἔχω βασανισθῆναι, καὶ τί συνέχομαι μήπως τελεσθῇ; 

I have come to set fire upon the earth and why do I grieve if it is to be 

kindled? a torture 1 have to be tortured and why am I distressed if it 

should be fulfilled ? Jesus seems at first to fall into an agitated state at 

the impending strifé and his own sufferings, but suddenly to rally and 

stifle his anguish, calling to mind that those misfortunes had been 

pre-ordained for a divine purpose and were part of his mission. To 

practically the same effect Jn 12-27 viv ἡ ψυχή pov τετάρακται καὶ τί 

εἴπω; πάτερ, σῶσόν με ἐκ τῆς ὥρας ταύτης ; ̓Αλλὰ διὰ τοῦτο ἦλθον εἰς τὴν 

ὥραν ταύτην. 18-11 τὸ ποτήριον ὃ δέδωκέ μοι 6 πατὴρ οὐ μὴ πίω αὐτό ; 

δεῖ ἀναφθῆναι. Cf. Mt 24-6 δεῖ γενέσθαι, etc. 

βασανισθῆναι. Corrupted also in 1Cor.15-29 ἐπεὶ τί ποιήσουσιν οἱ βα- 

πτιζόμενοι ὑπὲρ τῶν νεκρῶν; εἰ ὅλως νεκροὶ οὐκ ἐγείρονται, τί καὶ βαπτίζονται 

ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν ; (where read βασανιζόμενοι and βασανίζονται, that is, why 

do people take so much trouble for their sake? Cf. Gal.5-11 εἰ περιτομὴν 

ἔτι κηρύσσω, τί ἔτι διώκομαι ; if 1am to preach circumcision still, why 

should I be willing still to undergo persecution? HermP.9Sim.9 εἰ οὖν 

φημὶ, κύριε, ἀνάγκη ἐστὶ, τί σεαυτὸν βασανίζεις ; why does thou take so 

much trouble? Pseudo-Ignat.Trall.10 τίνος ἕνεκεν ἐγὼ δέδεμαι καὶ εὔχομαι 

θηριομαχῆσαι ; δωρεὰν οὖν ἀποθνήσκω). In Ignat.Eph.8 βασανίζομαι has 

been corrupted into ἁγνίζομαι. Reversely, in Lk 16-16 ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ 

θεοῦ εὐαγγελίζεται καὶ πᾶς εἰς αὐτὴν βιάζεται it is most probable that 
βιάζεται has supplanted βαπτίζεται. 

ἔχω = μέλλω. Cf. Jannaris, App.IV, ὃ 18, and my note on Rom.9-10. 
μήπως τελεσθῇ. Against this conjecture of mine it must be admitted 

that it is difficult to account for the change of μήπως into ἕως ὅτου or 

into the variant éws ov. 

12-57. τί δὲ καὶ ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτῶν οὐ κρίνετε τὸ δίκαιον ; Read ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῶν, in 
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your own christian courts; cf. 1Cor.6-1 κρίνεσθαι ἐπὶ τῶν ἀδίκων καὶ οὐχὶ 

ἐπὶ τῶν δικαίων. 6-5 κρίνεται ἐπὶ ἀπίστων. Acts 24-20 τί εὗρον ἀδίκημα 

στάντος μου ἐπὶ τοῦ συνεδρίου ; 24-21 ἐγὼ κρίνομαι ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν (a wrong 

variant ὑφ᾽ ὑμῶν, as in this passage).* This injunction in Luke is an 

anachronism, for the Lord addresses Jews and he is unlikely to have 

recommended them to avoid their own Jewish courts. It is an injunc- 

tion suggested by what was happening in later times when Christians 

were urged not to appeal to non-christian courts but settle their 

differences among themselves. This feeling is referred to in 1Cor.6-1 

τολμᾷ Tis ὑμῶν πρᾶγμα ἔχων πρὸς τὸν ἕτερον κρίνεσθαι ἐπὶ τῶν ἀδίκων καὶ οὐχὶ 

ἐπὶ τῶν ἁγίων ; 6-5 οὐκ ἔνι ἐν ὑμῖν οὐδεὶς σοφὸς ὃς δυνήσεται διακρῖναι ἀνὰ 

μέσον τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ αὐτοῦ, ἀλλὰ ἀδελφὸς μετὰ ἀδελφοῦ κρίνεται καὶ τοῦτο ἐπὶ 

ἀπίστων; That Luke had in view Jewish and not Roman courts is clear 

from v.59 οὐ μὴ ἐξέλθῃς ἐκεῖθεν ἕως οὗ καὶ τὸ ἔσχατον λεπτὸν ἀποδῷς, which 

indicates a civil case; the Romans only interfered in criminal cases. 

13-32. ἰάσεις ἀποτελῶ σήμερον καὶ αὔριον καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ τελειοῦμαι" 

πλὴν δεῖ με σήμερον καὶ αὔριον καὶ τῇ ἐχομένῃ πορεύεσθαι. If the text is 

right, a comma should be marked after the second αὔριον, and ἰάσεις 

ἀποτελεῖν supplied. 1.6. J must perform my cures to-day and to-morrow 

and then proceed on the day following. But more probably a word like 

“ἐργάζεσθαι has been lost after αὔριον. 

13-35. ἀφίεται ὑμῖν ὁ οἶκος ὑμῶν. Many documents add ἔρημος, the 
addition being due to misunderstanding ἀφίεται, which was taken to 

mean is left whereas it means ἐγκαταλείπεται, is being forsaken. The 

translation of the Syr.Sinaiticus by ts forsaken does not perhaps re- 

produce its text with complete exactitude. For ἀφίεται = ἐγκαταλεί- 

πεται cf. Mt 24-40 εἷς παραλαμβάνεται καὶ εἷς ἀφίεται. In MGk also 

ἐγκαταλείπω is expressed by ἀφίνω = ἀφίημι. 

ὃ οἶκος ὑμῶν. Your nation; cf. οἶκος Ἰσραήλ. 

ὑμῖν, An ethic dative, for you. 

14-7. ἔλεγε δὲ πρὸς τοὺς κεκλημένους παραβολήν. And he told a parable 

aiming at guests. According to the more usual expression it would be 

εἰς rods κεκλημένους. Cf. Xen.Mem.3-14-4 νομίσας ὃ νεανίσκος εἰς αὑτὸν 

εἰρῆσθαι τὰ λεχθέντα. 

* The same blunder in Thuc.1-97-1 ἀπὸ κοινῶν ξυνόδων βουλευόντων, where read 
ἐπί. Cf. 6-40-2 ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῆς (ἡ πόλι5) σκοποῦσα. Heliod. 2-17 ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῶν ἂν σκοποῖμεν. 
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14-8. ὅταν κληθῇς ὑπό τινος εἰς γάμους (to a festivity), μὴ κατακλιθῇς 

εἰς τὴν πρωτοκλισίαν, μήποτε ἐντιμότερός σου ἢ κεκλημένος ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, καὶ 

ἐλθὼν ὁ σὲ καὶ αὐτὸν καλέσας ἐρεῖ σοι Δὸς τούτῳ τόπον, καὶ τότε ἄρξῃ μετ᾽ 

αἰσχύνης τὸν ἔσχατον τόπον κατέχειν. This is also enjoined in Prov.25-7 

(quoted by previous commentators) κρεῖσσον γάρ σοι τὸ ῥηθῆναι ἀνά- 

βαινε πρός pe} ταπεινῶσαί σε ἐν προσώπῳ δυνάστου (in the presence ofa 

superior person). Cf. also Lucian.683 ἥκεις ἐπὶ τὸ δεῖπνον οὐκέθ᾽ ὁμοίως 

ἔντιμος οὐδὲ περίβλεπτος τοῖς παροῦσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἦν τις ἄλλος ἐπεισέλθῃ vea- 

λέστερος, εἰς τοὐπίσω σὺ, καὶ οὕτως εἰς τὴν ἀτιμοτάτην γωνίαν ἐξωσθεὶς 

κατάκεισαι. What is portrayed in these passages actually takes place in 

India; at receptions an early guest may be shown to the best place, but 

if subsequently a more important person arrives, that early guest will 

be asked quite coolly by the host to yield his place to the new arrival. 

14-14, μακάριος ἔσει ὅτι οὐκ ἔχουσιν ἀνταποδοῦναί σοι. The conjunctive 

is declarative and not causal, and it should not be disjoined from 

μακάριος ἔσει by a punctuation as is usually done. The meaning is thow 

shalt be fortunate from the fact that they are unable to make a return 

to thee. 
14-18. ἤρξαντο ἀπὸ μιᾶς πάντες παραιτεῖσθαι. 1.6. ἀπὸ μιᾶς φωνῆς, as 

some commentators have already explained. Cf. Lucian, Nigr. 14 ἀνα- 

βοῆσαι μιᾷ φωνῇ πάντας ὥσπερ ἐσκεμμένους. Herod.5-93 ἅπας τις αὐτῶν 

φωνὴν ῥήξας αἱρέετο τοῦ Κορινθίου τὴν γνώμην. The phrase has come 

down to MGk as μονομιᾶς (probably through μόνον οὐ μιᾶς) and διαμιᾶς, 
meaning at once. 

14-23. ἔξελθε εἰς τὰς ὁδοὺς καὶ φραγμοὺς καὶ ἀνάγκασον εἰσελθεῖν. 

The English translators, misled by the Vulgate and the usual signifi- 

cation of ἀναγκάζειν, have rendered ἀνάγκασον by compel and constrain. 

But there is no trace of a necessity for compulsion either here or at 

Mk 6-45 and Mt 14-22, where this verb recurs. The meaning suitable at 

all these passages is that of directing or requesting; and this applies 

also to Oxyr.Pap.2083 τὴν γυναῖκα ἠνάγκασεν νίψαι. Such is occasionally 

the meaning of ἀναγκάζειν in post-classical Greek, as Professor Pernot 

has pointed out to me. 

14-34, ἐὰν δὲ καὶ τὸ ἅλας μωρανθῇ, ἐν τίνι ἀρτυθήσεται ; οὔτε εἰς γῆν 

οὔτε εἰς κοπρίαν εὔθετον ἐστίν. The text is defective, for who has ever 

heard that salt was or is employed in Palestine for improving the soil ? 
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The natural thing to have said first of all surely was that bad salt 
is no longer fit for food. This we obtain by correcting γῆν by ταγήν. 
Cf. Hesych. v. ταγὴ ᾿ ἡ σύναξις τῶν πρὸς τροφὴν ἀναγκαίων." Originally 
ταγὴ meant ration, but eventually its meaning evolved into food 
generally, At Oxyr.Pap.1139 the editors say ‘the word is commonly 
used for food, e.g. Chron.Pasch.1386 ἡ ταγὴ αὐτοῦ παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως.» 
It is still a familiar term for ration, but the verb ταγίζω Means not 
only to ration but principally to feed. Vlékhos v. ταγίζω ‘ nourrir, 
donner & manger, donner en ration.’ Sophocles registers two examples 
of ταγίζω = to feed from the ninth and tenth centuries. At Mt 10-29 
γῆν seems to have displaced πάγην. The change of ταγὴν into γῆν may 
have been caused by a reminiscence of 1Kings 2-8 ἀνιστᾷ ἀπὸ γῆς 
πένητα καὶ ἀπὸ κοπρίας ἐγείρει πτωχόν. As regards εἰς κοπρίαν I do not 

think that it has been added because κοπρία has anything to do with 

salt, but by way of emphasis as the very opposite of food. 

15-10. γίνεται χαρὰ ἐνώπιον τῶν ἀγγέλων. The English version there 

is joy in the presence of the angels. But ἐνώπιον τῶν ἀγγέλων is merely 

equivalent to τοῖς ἀγγέλοις ; see my note on 1-6. Euthymius at v. 58 

‘ ἐνώπιόν σου, τουτέστιν εἰς σέ." 

15-29. ἐμοὶ οὐδέποτε ἔδωκας ἔριφον. Thou hast never given me (even) 

a kid. Goats, not producing wool, which was the chief source of wealth 

in primitive times, were considered animals of comparatively low 

value. The good son complains that his father would not sacrifice for 

his sake a young one of his least valuable animals. 

16-8. ἐπήνεσεν ὁ κύριος τὸν οἰκονόμον τῆς ἀδικίας ὅτι φρονίμως ἐποίησεν. 

How could the master praise his steward who had robbed him? It was 

not the master, not ὃ κύριος, but the υἱοὶ rod αἰῶνος τούτου, the men of 

this wicked world, i.e. 6 κόσμος, who praised the shrewdness of the 

dishonest steward. In aiming at worldly goods they understand how 

to acquire them by efficient though dishonest ways ; but the men of 

light and faith, who aim at salvation, do not understand how to secure 

it. All this looks like a thrust at certain avaricious men who would not 

contribute towards the needs of their fellow Christians, and the thrust 

is continued in v.11. The same error in 1Cor.7-22 6 yap ἐν κυρίῳ (read 

κόσμῳ) κληθεὶς δοῦλος ἀπελεύθερος κυρίου ἐστίν. At1Cor.11-11 we have 

a reverse misreading in the variant κόσμῳ (see Tischendorf) for κυρίῳ. 

F 
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τὸν οἰκονόμον τῆς ἀδικίας, The steward of unrighteousness, i.e. the 

steward of heathendom, ἀδικίας being practically the same as the 

following τοῦ αἰῶνος τούτου. In the same sense it recurs in 16-9 papwva 

τῆς ἀδικίας and in 18-6 κριτὴς τῆς ἀδικίας. So also v. 11 ἄδικος μαμωνᾶς. 

For by extension of meaning ἄδικος = heathen, idolatrous, gentile ; cf. 

1Cor.6-1 τολμᾷ τις ὑμῶν, πρᾶγμα ἔχων πρὸς τὸν ἕτερον, κρίνεσθαι ἐπὶ τῶν 

ἀδίκων καὶ οὐχὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἁγίων ; Apparently a Hebraism ; cf. 2Kings 7-10 

υἱὸς ἀδικίας = α heathen. Esth.1-[5] δικαίων ἔθνος = the Jewish nation.* 

εἰς Thy γενεὰν τὴν ἑαυτῶν εἰσι. Are in their own times. Strictly speak- 

ing, we should have ἐν τῇ γενεᾷ τῇ éavray, cf. Gen.6-9 τέλειος ὧν ἐν τῇ 

γενεᾷ αὐτοῦ, etc.; but in Hellenistic times εἰς with the accusative was 

often used in cases where classically the norm is ἐν with the dative, 

cf.1-20 πληρωθήσονται εἰς τὸν καιρὸν αὐτῶν, etc.; see Blass’s Grammar 

§ 39, 3 and 4. 

16-9. ποιήσατε ἑαυτοῖς φίλους ἐκ τοῦ μαμωνᾶ τῆς ἀδικίας, ἵνα ὅταν 

ἐκλίπῃ δέξωνται ὑμᾶς εἰς τὰς αἰωνίους σκηνάς. The import is: Create for 

yourselves friends by charity and sacrifices out of your worldly (τῆς 

ἀδικίας) wealth, so that, when you lose it by your death, those friends 

by bearing witness to your goodness may procure you a better wealth, 

an eternal bliss in the heavenly abodes, 

16-11. εἰ οὖν ἐν τῷ ἀδίκῳ μαμωνᾷ πιστοὶ οὐκ ἐγένεσθε, τὸ ἀληθινὸν τίς 

ὑμῖν πιστεύσει; If you have not proved yourselves good trustees in this 

life by making proper use of your insignificant worldly (ἀδίκῳ) wealth, 

who will entrust to you that wealth of holiness which is in heaven ? 

τὸ ἀληθινὸν = τὸ δίκαιον, the holy, in contrast to the preceding τῷ 

ἀδίκῳ. In my note on Rom,3-7 I have stated " ἀλήθεια. From the con- 

text it is clear that ἀλήθεια is here employed in the same sense as 

δικαιοσύνην in τ. 5. Apparently a Hebraism; cf. Ps.24-10 ἔλεος καὶ 

ἀλήθεια. See my notes on 3-21. 14-7. 15-26. Also 2 Kings 2-6 ποιῆσαι 

κύριος μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ἔλεος καὶ ἀλήθειαν. Tob.13-6 ποιῆσαι ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ (rod 
κυρίου) ἀλήθειαν, etc.’ See also my note on Jn 3-33. 

16-12. εἰ ἐν τῷ ἀλλοτρίῳ πιστοὶ οὐκ ἐγένεσθε, τὸ ὑμέτερον τίς δώσει 

ὑμῖν; This verse is an interpolation, intruded by a commentator who 

misconceived the sense of the antecedent verse. He took ἀδίκῳ to mean 

* Lightfoot at Gal.2-15 ‘the word ἁμαρτωλοὶ was almost a synonym for ἔθνη 
in the religious phraseology of the Jews.’ 
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the treasure which does not belong to you, which you acquired by unjust 

means, and τὸ ἀληθινὸν to mean the treasure which is your real and 

rightful property. Were the verse genuine, we should have to conclude 

that Luke penned a meaningless sentence, 

16-16. ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ εὐαγγελίζεται καὶ πᾶς εἰς αὐτὴν βιάζεται. 

In justification of βιάζεται expositors (see Meyer) have referred to 

passages like Thuc. 1-63 βιάσασθαι εἰς τὴν Ποτείδαιαν, but there βιά- 

σασθαι means to force one’s way into, as Jowett accurately translates ; 

this presupposes a strong resistance, and it is inadmissible that re- 

sistance was offered on the part of the kingdom of God to those who 

were eager to enter it; the will of God was that men should adopt 

Christianity and thus enter heaven. The Peshitto adds εἰσελθεῖν, its 

translator evidently having taken βιάζεται in the MGk sense of making 

haste; such a sense is intelligible, but the addition of εἰσελθεῖν would 

be indispensable. Here εἰς αὐτὴν βιάζεται can only mean is forced into 

it, But where do we find that men were forced to embrace Chris- 

tianity ? On the contrary, the complaint in the New Testament is that 

Christians were persecuted and forced to keep back from the Gospel ; 

ef. 21-12 ἐπιβαλοῦσιν ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῶν καὶ διώξουσι, παραδιδόντες 

εἰς τὰς συναγωγὰς καὶ φυλακὰς, ἀπαγομένους ἐπὶ βασιλεῖς καὶ ἡγεμόνας 
ἕνεκεν τοῦ ὀνόματός μου, etc. In my view βιάζεται is an error for βαπτί- 

ζεται (see my note on 12-49), the import being: The Law and the 

Prophets and their commandments, which you Pharisees advocate, 

were only valid until John; but since his advent it is the kingdom of 

God, i. e. Christ, which is preached and which all righteous men em- 

brace, as shown by the fact that they hasten to be baptized in the 

name of Christ. Mt 11-12 ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν ἡμερῶν ᾿Ιωάννου τοῦ βαπτιστοῦ ἕως 

ἄρτι ἡ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν βιάζεται καὶ βιασταὶ ἁρπάζουσιν αὐτὴν Was 

borrowed from Luke after his text suffered mutilation. 

16-25. ἀπέλαβες τὰ ἀγαθά cou ἐν τῇ ζωῇ cou Kal AdLapos ὁμοίως τὰ 

κακά! νῦν δὲ ὧδε παρακαλεῖται, σὺ δὲ ὀδυνᾶσαι. The antithesis to ἐν τῇ 

ζωῇ σου requires ὧδε, but the antithesis to σὺ δὲ requires the variant 

ὅδε. The original reading must have been ὅδε ὧδε. So Chrysostom 

οὗτος ὧδε and Epiphanius ὧδε παρακαλεῖται 6 αὐτὸς Λάξαρος. As at the 

time when this gospel was written ddeand ὅδε had a very similar, if not 

identical, sound, one of them would almost inevitably be disregarded. 
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17-5. Πρόσθες ἡμῖν πίστιν. Εἶπε δὲ ὁ κύριος Ei ἔχετε πίστιν ds κόκκον 

σινάπεως, ἐλέγετε ἂν τῇ συκαμίνῳ ταύτῃ ἐκριζώθητι καὶ φυτεύθητι ἐν Tr 

θαλάσσῃ, καὶ ὑπήκουσεν ἂν ὑμῖν. The Lord’s answer is not relevant to 

the request of the disciples for a bestowal of faith; to be such it 

should have contained a hint as to whether or how it would or could 

be bestowed. Instead of which the Lord is made to go off the point 

and mention the mighty wonders which the Apostles would perform 

if they had faith. Therefore I think that ἰσχὺν was the original word 

and not πίστιν. By this reading the Apostles ask for power, and the 

Lord answers that what they need is faith; if they had faith, they 

would be invested with power. 

17-6. εἰ ἔχετε. The variant εἶ εἴχετε is preferable, 
17-10. δοῦλοι ἀχρεῖοι ἐσμέν. We are mere slaves, men of no account, 

to whom no thanks at all are due whatever trouble we may take 

in the service of our master. Luke seems to use ἀχρεῖοι as the reverse 

of χρηστοί. 

18-6. ὁ κριτὴς τῆς ἀδικίας. The judge of the unjust, or idolatrous, 

world ; see my note on 16-8. 

18-19. οὐδεὶς ἀγαθὸς εἰμὴ εἷς, θεός. In my note on Rom.5-7, I have 

suggested that this clause is probably an echoing of the Gnostic con- 

troversy respecting a θεὸς δίκαιος and a θεὸς ἀγαθός. If so, the addi- 

tion 6 πατὴρ after θεὸς, of which Marcion has been accused as being 

the author, most probably was originally part of the clause. That it 

is feebly attested would be no wonder ; once it became controversial 

matter and was attributed to Marcion, it would of a certainty have 

been systematically erased from all books read in the churches; such 

was, for instance, the case with the story of the adulteress in Jn 7-53 

(where see my note). With the exception of NB, all Mss give ὁ θεός ; 

but the article must have been added when 6 πατὴρ was erased. Even 

the transcribers of δὲ Β at first wrote ὁ θεὸς, which demonstrates the 

tendency at the time of all transcribers to add the article. 

Luke's clause has been copied into Mt 19-17 τί ἀγαθὸν ποιήσ wiva 

ἔχω ζωὴν αἰώνιον; Ὁ δὲ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Τί pe ἐρωτᾷς περὶ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ; εἷς 

ἐστιν ὁ ἀγαθὸς, but it has been bungled in the copying. 

19-12. ἄνθρωπός τις εὐγενὴς ἐπορεύθη εἰς χώραν μακρὰν λαβεῖν ἑαυτῷ 

βασιλείαν. The nobleman described is a private person, and it is 
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curious that such a person should be represented as going in search 

of a kingdom. But probably Luke had vaguely in his mind the history 

of Archelaus and Antipas, who at the beginning of the first century 

travelled to Rome to place before the Emperor their respective claims 

to the kingdom of Palestine. 

19-13, καλέσας δὲ δέκα δούλους ἑαυτοῦ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς δέκα μνᾶς. In the 

parallel passage of Mt 251}, from which Luke drew, three slaves only 

come into the narrative, and that is the case also in Luke according 

to one of the readings of v. 20, which is adequately attested and gives 

6 érepos, meaning of course the remaining one, i.e. the third one. 

Tread therefore τρεῖς for δέκα. The lapse from Τ' =three to I= ten was 

a very easy matter, for it is well known that confusions of this kind in 

numerals are a familiar feature of Mss. The alternative reading of v.20 

ἕτερος (without the article) would not invalidate δέκα, but one does not 

see why seven more slaves should be brought in as κωφὰ πρόσωπα. 

19-16. προσειργάσατο. Blaydes at Arist.Eq.840 with his usual tho- 

roughness has illustrated ἐργάζεσθαι as denoting to acquire. 

19-21, αἴρεις ὃ οὐκ ἔθηκας. Plummer ‘ perhaps a current proverbial 

expression.” The proverb occurs in Philo (see Taylor, Pirqé Aboth, 

p. 143) ἃ μὴ κατέθηκεν μηδ᾽ ἀναιρεῖσθαι. Add Aelian.VH.3-46 ὃ μὴ κατέθον 

μὴ λάμβανε. Meyer quotes Josep.Ap.2 ὃ μὴ κατέθηκέ τις οὐκ ἀναιρή- 

σεται and Solon (in Diog.Laert.10-2-9) ἃ μὴ ἔθου μὴ ἀνέλῃ. 

19-28. σὺν τόκῳ ἂν ἔπραξα αὐτό. Ishould have collected it with interest. 

The English versions, in rendering ἔπραξα by required, have unfor- 

tunately reproduced the Vulgate inaccuracy exegissem. Here ἔπραξα 

stands for εἰσέπραξα, as it often does classically (see Liddell and Scott). 
So 3-13 μηδὲν παρὰ τὸ διατεταγμένον ὑμῖν πράσσετε, where again the AV 

is inaccurate in rendering exact, and still more the RV with its extort. 

19-25. καὶ εἶπον αὐτῷ Κύριε, ἔχει δέκα μνᾶς. Bleek (see Plummer) 

rejects this verse in accordance with its omission in several Mss, in- 

cluding D and Syr.Sinaiticus. Whether interpolated or genuine, it is 

not in its original form. The answer to the master is that the first slave 

had already received his reward, and the reward was not the deposit 

of the μναῖ but towns. Therefore the reward mentioned in the answer 

ought to be in terms of towns. So instead of μνᾶς I read κώμας. 

19-31. ἐάν τις ὑμᾶς ἐρωτᾷ Διατί λύετε, οὕτως ἐρεῖτε ὅτι KTA. This punc- 
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tuation lends an emphasis to οὕτως for which there is no occasion. The 

punctuation should be διατί λύετε οὕτως ; why do you loose like that ? 
i.e. without a right, arbitrarily. So exactly it would be in MGk γιατί 

λύνετε ἔτσι (Ξε οὕτως) ; 
19-38. εἰρήνη ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ δόξα ἐν ὑψίστοις. The ἔναρθρα stand for 

simple datives, of which idiom I have treated in my note on 1-1, 

where I comment upon ἐν ἡμῖν. Respecting εἰρήνη I have explained in 

my note on Apoc.7-10 (see also my note on Lk 11-21) that it is a 

synonym of σωτηρία, reproducing the Oriental salutation salaam. So 

that ἐν οὐρανῷ εἰρήνη would mean blessings to heaven or heaven be 

blessed ; it follows that δόξα ἐν ὑψίστοις means glory to the highest or 

the highest be glorified. Cf. Rom.16-27 ᾧ ἡ δόξα εἰς τοὺς αἰῶνας. 1 Tim. 
1-17 θεῷ τιμὴ καὶ δόξα, etc. It is an αἶνος or thanksgiving, as in fact 

is evident from ἤρξαντο αἰνεῖν τὸν θεὸν of V. 37. 

19-42. εἰ ἔγνως κτλ. The apodosis to this truncated sentence is some- 

thing like εὖ ἄν σοι εἶχε, it would have been well with thee. Such trun- 

cated sentences with ἂν (= εἰ) are quite frequent in MGk. Vlékhos v. 

ἂν “[ἐπὶ εὐχῆς] & καὶ ἂν ἤρχετο! ah! sil pouvait venir 1» 

εἰ ἔγνως καὶ σύ. Meyer ‘as my μαθηταί. No comparison is intended. 

In MGk καὶ od is often added in commiserations, as it were thou 

unhappy city! Plummer ‘the καὶ σὺ [perhaps] implies no com- 

parison.’ 

τὰ πρὸς εἰρήνην. 1. 6. τὰ πρὸς σωτηρίαν. See my note on 11-21. 

19-43. ὅτι ἥξουσιν «rh. This depends from κλαίω, to be understood 

from ἔκλαυσεν of v. 41. Namely, I weep over thee, for days shall come 

upon thee, ete. 

19-44. ἐπισκοπῆς. Euthymius ‘ ἐπιμελείας.᾽ As a derivative of ém- 

σκέπτομαι this noun means a visit for comforting or succouring those 

who are either sick or in mourning or in prison; here metaphorically 

employed as if Jerusalem, which was looked upon as a moral delin- 
quent, were physically afflicted. 

19-48. ὃ λαὸς γὰρ ἅπας ἐξεκρέματο αὐτοῦ ἀκούων. Euthymius ‘SSacKd- 
pevos.’ See my note on 8-18. 

20-9. ἀπεδήμησεν χρόνους πολλούς. Went abroad for many years. The 

version of χρόνους πολλοὺς by for a long time, due to the Vulgate, is 

not correct ; that would be expressed by the singular, as in Acts 14-3 
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ἱκανὸν χρόνον διέτριψαν, etc. As explained in my note on 8-29, χρόνος 
is often employed in the MGk sense of ἔτος. 

20-16. kat δώσει τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἄλλοις. As it is not a question of the 
vineyard being made a gift of but farmed, the correct reading must 

be καὶ ἐκδώσει, i.e. κἀκδώσει, and not καὶ δώσει. It is so higher up in 

v.9 ἐφύτευσεν ἀμπελῶνα καὶ ἐξέδοτο αὐτὸν γεωργοῖς. I have commented 

upon a similar fault in my note on Mk 12-9, comparing the parallel 

passages Mk 12-1 and Mt 21-33 καὶ ἐξέδοτο αὐτὸν γεωργοῖς. So also 

Mt 21-41 τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἐκδώσεται ἄλλοις γεωργοῖς. It may be, however, 

that Luke copied faithfully Mk 12-9 after its corruption. 

20-20. ἐγκαθέτους. The same as ἐνεδρεύοντας (ἕδρα of course being a 

derivative of ἕζομαι), lying in wait. Cf. Gen.49-17 ὄφις ἐφ᾽ ὁδοῦ ἐγκα- 

θήμενος ἐπὶ τρίβου, and metaphorically Jez. 35-5 ἐνεκάθισας τῷ οἴκῳ 

Ἰσραὴλ δόλῳ. By extension ἐγκάθετος occasionally is employed in the 

sense of deceitful (compare insidiosus), and generally of rogue, πανοῦρ- 

γος, as it is likewise here: cf. v. 23 κατανοήσας δὲ αὐτῶν τὴν πανουργίαν. 

In the same way ἐνέδρα means not only ambush but also treachery ; 

ef, Plat.Legg.908d δόλου καὶ ἐνέδρας πλήρης. In Thuc.1-56 τὴν ἔχθραν 

τῶν Κορινθίων I have corrected into τὴν ἐνέδραν τῶν Κορινθίων. The 

verb ἐνεδρεύω follows suit; cf. Dem.836 εἰ μὴ τῷ χρόνῳ ἐνεδρεύθημεν, 

if we had not been deceived by time, as Liddell and Scott interpret. 

ClemR. in Homilies is very fond of évedpevw in this sense. In Narrat. 

Josep.2 the author most probably had our éyxa@érovs in view in 

saying ἰδόντες τὴν καθέδραν τῶν λοιμῶν ; if so, the true reading there 

must be τὴν ἐγκαθέδραν τῶν λοιμῶν. The same notion in θήραν of 

Rom.11-9 and κατασκοπῆσαι of Gal.2-4. Cf. also Philostr.A poll.7-26 τὸ 

ἔφεδρον. 7-27 ὑπὸ τοῦ Δομετιανοῦ καθειμένος (ἐγκαθειμένος ἢ). In Oxyr. 

Pap.1114 πρὸς τὸ μηδεμίαν ἐνδέραν περὶ τὰς στρατιωτικὰς τροφὰς γενέσθαι 

Hunt of course is right in correcting ἐνέδραν and translating fraud. 

20-26. οὐκ ἴσχυσαν ἐπιλαβέσθαι τοῦ ῥήματος. The definite article must 

point to a distinct ῥῆμα. Which is it? As the text stands this ῥῆμα 

must be ἀπόδοτε τὰ Καίσαρος Καίσαρι καὶ τὰ τοῦ θεοῦ τῷ θεῷ, which, 

however, does not tally ; there is nothing in that answer which can 

be so twisted as to lend a handle for controversy. Luke no doubt 

wrote οὐκ ἴσχυσαν ἐπιλαβέσθαι αὐτοῦ ῥῆμα (or ῥήματος), they were not 

able to lay hold of him by a single word. Cf. Mt 22-15 συμβούλιον 
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ἔλαβον ὅπως αὐτὸν παγιδεύσωσιν ἐν λόγῳ. In fact, at 20-20 ἀπέστειλαν 

ἵνα ἐπιλάβωνται αὐτοῦ λόγον (or λόγου) we have a repetition of this 

very expression. Cf. also Narrat.Josep.1-3 ψευδὲς ῥῆμα θέλων αὐτοῦ 

καταλαβέσθαι, which is a reproduction of our passage, except that it 

attributes to Judas what Luke relates of the ἐγκαθέτους. 

20-37. ὅτι δὲ ἐγείρονται of νεκροὶ καὶ Μωσῆς ἐμήνυσεν ἐπὶ τῆς βάτου, 

ὡς λέγει Κύριον τὸν θεὸν ᾿Αβραὰμ καὶ θεὸν Ἰσαὰκ καὶ θεὸν ᾿Ιακώβ᾽ θεὸς δὲ 

οὐκ ἔστιν νεκρῶν ἀλλὰ ζώντων, πάντες γὰρ αὐτῷ ζῶσιν. The argument is 

that at atime when Abraham and Isaac and Jacob had passed away, 

God spoke to Moses and called himself a God of those Patriarchs ; 

therefore they were then living. But the addition of δὲ to θεὸς οὐκ 

ἔστιν vitiates the argument and creates a vicious circle; it states 

that, since God is a God of living, Abraham is also living. The Syr. 

Sinaiticus, however, gives and behold he is not a God of the dead, and 

Curetonius similarly et ecce deus, etc.; moreover, several old Latins 

state deus ergo mortuorum non est, all these variations expressing 

logically this clause as a conclusion. This is in accordance with the 

parallel readings of Mt 22-32 and Mk 12-26, which omit δὲ, thus 

stating Nay, God is not a God of the dead, as Abraham’s example 

proves; he is a God of the living, and Abraham as being alive will in 

due time rise, and along with him the other dead. I therefore think 

that the particle δὲ is spurious, which is further proved by its being 

omitted by D and Origen (see Tischendorf). 

The following words πάντες yap αὐτῷ ζῶσιν make things worse. If 

the proof of God being a God of the living is that all live by his help 

(see my note on Rom.14-4), why bring in at all Abraham’s example as 

a proof? These words do not exist in the parallel passages of Matthew 

and Mark, and I have no doubt they are supposititious. 

21-3. ἀληθῶς λέγω ὑμῖν ὅτι ἡ χήρα ἡ πτωχὴ αὕτη πλεῖον πάντων ἔβαλεν, 

πάντες γὰρ οὗτοι ἐκ τοῦ περισσεύοντος αὐτοῖς ἔβαλον εἰς τὰ δῶρα, αὕτη δὲ 

ἐκ τοῦ ὑστερήματος αὐτῆς. In a somewhat similar spirit Xen.Mem.1-3-3 

θυσίας δὲ θύων (Σωκράτης) μικρὰς ἀπὸ μικρῶν οὐδὲν ἡγεῖτο μειοῦσθαι τῶν 

ἄπὸ πολλῶν καὶ μεγάλων πολλὰ καὶ μεγάλα θυόντων. Hesiod.0p.336 κὰδ 

δύναμιν δ᾽ ἔρδειν ἱέρ᾽ ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσιν. 

21-24. Ἱερουσαλὴμ ἔσται πατουμένη ὑπὸ ἐθνῶν ἄχρι πληρωθῶσι καιροὶ 
ἐθνῶν, The import probably is that the old Jerusalem will be trodden 
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down by the heathen until the ruling period of the heathen is com- 

pleted (cf. Acts 24-27 διετίας πληρωθείσης), and the new and holy 

Jerusalem, that described in Apoc. ch. 21, descends. 

22-6. παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν ἄτερ ὄχλου αὐτοῖς. The interpretations without 

ὦ crowd or without a tumult or in the absence of the multitude are not 

correct ; the meaning is without any trouble or inconvenience to them. 

In this sense ὄχλος is recorded by Sophocles, for he says “ ὄχλησις --- 

ὄχλος, vexation, annoyance, trouble.’ Cf. ὀχληρὸς, ἐνοχλεῖν, ἀνενόχλητος, 
and Acts Ioan.60 ἠρέμα λαλοῦντες ἀδιόχλητοι αὐτῷ ἐγενόμεθα, by speaking 

softly we caused him no trouble, we did not disturb his sleep. The mis- 

understanding of the sense reaches to a long time back, and to it is 

due the variant παραδοῦναι αὐτὸν αὐτοῖς ἄτερ ὄχλου. 

22-16. οὐ μὴ φάγω αὐτό. There is a variant ἐξ αὐτοῦ strongly attested, 

which the AV has followed, and it seems to me to be far preferable 

to αὐτὸ, for it is intelligible that αὐτὸ should be substituted in accor- 

dance with the foregoing τὸ πάσχα φαγεῖν, whereas I do not see that 

any one would think of altering αὐτὸ into the less obvious construction 

of ἐξ αὐτοῦ. Cf. Jn 6-51 ἐάν τις φάγῃ ἐκ τούτου τοῦ ἄρτου, where Origen 

quotes ἐκ τούτου τοῦ ἄρτου as τοῦτον τὸν ἄρτον (see Tischendorf). For the 

syntax cf. 1Cor.11-28 ἐκ τοῦ ἄρτου ἐσθιέτω. Numb.15-19 ὅταν ἔσθητε 

ἀπὸ τῶν ἄρτων, etc. Bloomfield interprets ἐξ αὐτοῦ by henceforward, 

which is strange on the part of such a superior scholar. 

ἕως ὅτου πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ. The subject is τὸ πάσχα, ie. ἕως ὅτου 

ὃ καιρὸς τοῦ πάσχα πληρωθῇ ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ, When we shall be reunited. 

For πληρωθῇ ὁ καιρὸς cf. Jn 7-8 ὃ καιρὸς ὃ ἐμὸς οὔπω πεπλήρωται. 

22-17. δεξάμενος ποτήριον, εὐχαριστήσας εἶπε Λάβετε τοῦτο καὶ διαμερί- 

σατε εἰς ἑαυτούς. 18 λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γεννή- 

ματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως ὅτου ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ ἔλθῃ. 19 Καὶ λαβὼν ἄρτον 

εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασε καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων Τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ σῶμά μου τὸ 

ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον, τοῦτο ποιεῖτε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν. 20 Καὶ τὸ ποτή- 

ριον ὡσαύτως μετὰ τὸ δειπνῆσαι λέγων Τοῦτο τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη 

ἐν τῷ αἵματί pou, τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυνόμενον. That this passage has been 

transmitted in a most confused condition springs to the eye, but apart 

fromits inherent improbability we have the fact that vv. 17 and 18 are 

omitted by several witnesses. Inthe parallel narratives of St Mark(14-23) 

and St Matthew (26-27) but one drink is brought in, and one alone was 

G 



42 ST LUKE XXII 

necessary, since it fulfilled the purpose of paralleling the wine with the 

Lord’s blood; the second drink in Luke is purposeless. Besides I think 

διαμερίσατε can only have been intended to apply to the bread. My 

opinion is that the original text ran as follows: Kat λαβὼν ἄρτον 

εὐχαριστήσας ἔκλασε καὶ ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς λέγων Τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ σῶμά μου τὸ 

ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν διδόμενον᾽ λάβετε τοῦτο καὶ διαμερίσατε εἰς ἑαυτούς. Kai δεξάμενος 

τὸ ποτήριον {so several Mss instead of ποτήριον) εὐχαριστήσας εἶπε Τοῦτο 

τὸ ποτήριον ἡ καινὴ διαθήκη ἐν τῷ αἵματί μου, τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυνόμενον" 

τοῦτο πίετε εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάστασιν. Λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν ὅτι οὐ μὴ πίω ἀπὸ 

τοῦ νῦν ἀπὸ τοῦ γεννήματος τῆς ἀμπέλου ἕως ὅτου ἡ βασιλεία τοῦ θεοῦ 

ἔλθῃ. 

The disturbance most probably proceeds from a marginal note which 

aimed at conforming the text to the home service on the Passover Eve. 

That service commences with a blessing of sanctification over the wine 

and drinking the wine, the cup afterwards in the course of the meal 

being passed round again. 

22-18. λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν. 1 read λέγω δὲ ὑμῖν and place the whole of v.18 

at the end of the narrative in accordance with Mark and Matthew. 

22-19. τοῦτο ποιεῖτε. Read τοῦτο πίετε. For similar corruptions see 

Jn 4-7 and 4-10, where for πιεῖν there are variants ποιεῖν, and XII 

Patr.Jud.14-7, where the reading is πίνῃ, πίνει, πίῃ, πίει, ποιεῖ. In 

1Cor.11-25 ποιεῖτε is repeated, but that part of the Epistle is not 
genuine. Justin also gives ποιεῖτε, having taken it no doubt from Luke 
after the corruption. If ποιεῖτε were correct, it would have been placed 
at the end of the narrative. Should my conjecture be well-founded, as 
I think it is, all those casuistical controversies connected with the 

Eucharist have raged thanks to an erratum. 

εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάμνησιν. I think εἰς τὴν ἐμὴν ἀνάστασιν. 
22-81. Σίμων, ἰδοὺ ὁ Σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς τοῦ σινιάσαι ὡς τὸν σῖτον. 

᾿Εγὼ δὲ ἐδεήθην περὶ σοῦ ἵνα μὴ ἐκλίπῃ ἡ πίστις σου, καὶ σύ ποτε ἐπιστρέψας 
στήριξον τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου. This cannot be ἃ reflection upon the conduct 
of the disciples, for their conduct is commended in v. 28 by ὑμεῖς δέ 
ἐστε οἱ διαμεμενηκότες μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐν τοῖς πειρασμοῖς μου. It must be an 
utterance of distress at some unsatisfactory event which happened in 
St Luke’s time. This event is, I believe, the desertion of the faith by 
numerous Christians either from dread of persecution or from disap- 
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pointment at seeing the faithful die contrary to the promise of im- 

mortality which they thought had been made to them. Such an apostasy 

is alluded to in Acts 20-29 οἶδα ὅτι εἰσελεύσονται μετὰ τὴν ἀφιξίν μου 

λύκοι βαρεῖς εἰς ὑμᾶς μὴ φειδόμενοι τοῦ ποιμνίου, καὶ ἐξ ὑμῶν αὐτῶν ἀνα- 

στήσονται ἄνδρες λαλοῦντες διεστραμμένα τοῦ ἀποσπᾷν τοὺς μαθητὰς ὀπίσω 

αὐτῶν. Accordingly the scope of our passage must be: Simon, Satan 

will derange the minds (for ἐξῃητήσατοτοδα ἐκστήσει) of the faithful and 

make a plaything of them; but thou shalt remain steadfast, and re- 

visiting thy weak brethren shalt bring them back to the fold. Some- 

what similar thoughts are Apoc.2-10 ἰδοὺ μέλλει βάλλειν ὁ διάβολος 

ἐξ ὑμῶν εἰς φυλακὴν iva πειρασθῆτε καὶ ἔχητε θλίψιν ἡμερῶν δέκα" γίνου 

πιστὸς, καὶ δώσω σοι τὸν στέφανον τῆς ζωῆς. XII Patr.Ben.3-3 ἐὰν τὰ 

πνεύματα τοῦ Βελίαρ εἰς πᾶσαν πονηρίαν θλίψεως ἐκστήσωσιν ὑμᾶς (cf. 2 

Chron.15-6 6 θεὸς ἐξέστησεν αὐτοὺς ἐν πάσῃ θλίψει), οὐ μὴ κυριεύσωσιν 

ὑμῶν. 

6 Σατανᾶς ἐξῃτήσατο ὑμᾶς. It is a strange conception that Satan 

should entreat God—for, whom else was he to entreat ?—to deliver 

the disciples or the faithful to himas his prey. Expositors seek to justify 

the text by a reference to Job 1-11 ἀπόστειλον τὴν χεῖρά σου καὶ ἅψαι 

πάντων ὧν éxe ἢ μὴν εἰς πρόσωπόν σε εὐλογήσει (read ἀλογήσει both 

here and at 2-5). Τότε εἶπεν ὁ κύριος τῷ διαβόλῳ “180d πάντα ὅσα ἔστιν 

αὐτῷ δίδωμι ἐν τῇ χειρί σου; but the analogy is very remote, if indeed 

there is any. I emend ἐξῃτήσατο by ἐκστήσει ; cf. 2Chron.15-6 ὃ θεὸς 

ἐξέστησεν αὐτούς. 3Mac.1-25 ἐπειρῶντο τὸν ἀγέρωχον αὐτοῦ νοῦν ἐξιστά- 

νειν τῆς ἐντεθυμημένης βουλῆς, etc. In XII Patr.Ben.3 there exists the 

same misreading, for the text fluctuates between ἐξστήσωσι and ἐξαι- 

τήσωνται. 

ὑμᾶς. Apparently the whole Christian body meant. 

22-32. ἐπιστρέψας στήριξον τοὺς ἀδελφούς σου. This reminds of Paul’s 

suggestion to Barnabas in Acts 15-36 ἐπιστρέψαντες δὴ ἐπισκεψώμεθα 

τοὺς ἀδελφούς. Peter here likewise is instructed to revisit the Christian 

brethren and reconfirm them in their weakening faith. 

22-36. ἀγορασάτω μάχαιραν. I have repeatedly lingered over the pur- 

port of this sentence in combination with ἰδοὺ μάχαιραι δύο and ἱκανόν 

ἐστι of v. 38, but it is baffling. Not only is it incredible by itself that 

the Lord should have recommended his disciples to arm themselves, 
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but such arecommendation flatly contradicts v.51, where he deprecates 

violence and forthwith proceeds to cure the wound which one of his 

disciples had inflicted. Such explanations as that he forewarns the 

Apostles of the dangers which would beset them henceforward in their 

mission are forced and ignore the immediate use of a weapon in v. 49. 

22-45. ἐλθὼν πρὸς τοὺς μαθητὰς εὗρεν αὐτοὺς κοιμωμένους ἀπὸ τῆς λύπης. 

Grief does not induce sleep (as we all have experienced) but keeps 

awake, whatever imaginative critics may say to the contrary. Cf.Eccles. 

2-23 περισπασμὸς αὐτοῦ Kal ye ἐν νυκτὶ ov κοιμᾶται ἡ καρδία αὐτοῦ. 8-16 

ἰδεῖν τὸν περισπασμὸν τὸν πεποιημένον ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς, ὅτι καὶ ἐν ἡμέρᾳ καὶ ἐν 

γυκτὶ ὕπνον ὀφθαλμοῖς αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστι βλέπων. Sir.34-1 ἡ μέριμνα αὐτοῦ 

ἀφιστᾷ ὕπνον. Jer.51-33 ἐκοιμήθην ἐν στεναγμοῖς, ἀνάπαυσιν οὐχ εὗρον. 

Dan.2-1 ἐξέστη τὸ πνεῦμα αὐτοῦ καὶ 6 ὕπνος αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ. 6-18 

(the King being agitated) ἐκοιμήθη ἄδειπνος καὶ ὃ ὕπνος ἀπέστη ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ. 

1Mac.6-10 ἀφίσταται ὃ ὕπνος ἀπὸ τῶν ὀφθαλμῶν μου καὶ συμπέπτωκα 

τῇ καρδίᾳ ἀπὸ τῆς μερίμνης. XIT Patr.Jud.18 συνέχει αὐτὸν ἐν πόνοις καὶ 

μόχθοις, τὸν ὕπνον ἐκδιώκει ἀπ᾿ αὐτοῦ. Sim.4 ἐν ταραχῇ διῦπνίζει τὸν νοῦν. 

Hom. Ὦ 4 οὐδέ μιν ὕπνος ἥρεε πανδαμάτωρ. Shaks.RJ.2-3 where care 

lodges sleep will never lie. Heliodorus in Aeth.2-15 states the contrary, 

Le, πρὸς ἡδὺ κῶμα διὰ τὸ ὑπερβάλλον τῆς λύπης ὠλίσθησαν, but being 

a pedant mindful only of sound he talks at random. Read κοιμωμένους 

ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. Cf. Acts Andr.Mat.17 περιβλεψάμενος εἶδεν τοὺς μαθητὰς 

αὐτοῦ καθεύδοντας ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν, which looks like an imitation of our 
passage. 

22-47. προήρχετο αὐτούς. Οὗ ΜΙ 6-33 προῆλθεν αὐτούς. At Rom.12-10 
in commenting upon ἀλλήλους προηγούμενοι I pointed out that this con- 
struction with the accusative instead of with the genitive is a Latinism 
reproducing antecedentes, and have quoted as other instances this 
passage and Phil.2-3 ἀλλήλους ἡγούμενοι. 1Thes.5-13 ἡγεῖσθαι αὐτούς. 
Pseudo-Ignat.Tars. 9 τοὺς γονεῖς προηγεῖσθε. Souter adopts the variant 
αὐτῶν, though feebly attested, and suppresses αὐτοὺς, probably by an 
oversight. 

22-51. ἐᾶτε ἕως τούτου. A comma should be marked after ἐᾶτε. It is 
the current MGk phrase ἀφίστε (or ἀφίστε τώρα, cf. Mt 3-15 ἄφες ἄρτι), 
ὡς αὐτοῦ (or ὡς αὐτοῦ καὶ μὴ παρέκει), leave off, go no further. 

22-56. καθήμενον πρὸς τὸ φῶς. The AV correctly as he sat by the fire. 
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The RV as he sat by the light of the fire seems a compromise between the 

opposing views of the Revisers, some of whom probably contended for 

the AV interpretation, whilst others preferred the Vulgate sedentem ad 

lumen. But φῶς here as well as at Mk 14-54 means fire. Bloomfield calls 

this signification a Hebraism, but the MGk φωτιὰ, a specific term for 

jive, proves that it was genuinely Greek. 

22-63. οἵ συνέχοντες αὐτὸν ἐνέπαιζον αὐτῷ δέροντες, καὶ περικαλύψαντες 

αὐτὸν ἐπηρώτων αὐτὸν λέγοντες προφήτευσον. The parallel passage in Mk 

14-65 states ἤρξαντό τινες ἐμπτύειν αὐτῷ καὶ περικαλύπτειν τὸ πρόσωπον 

αὐτοῦ καὶ κολαφίζειν αὐτὸν καὶ λέγειν αὐτῷ προφήτευσον. From which I 

conclude that Luke did not write ἐνέπαιζον αὐτῷ but ἐνέπτυον αὐτῷ. 

22-68. ἐὰν ὑμῖν εἴπω, οὐ ph πιστεύσητε᾽ ἐὰν δὲ ἐρωτήσω, οὐ μὴ ἀποκρι- 

θῆτε. As the text stands it indicates that Jesus might have been allowed 

to argue with, and silence, the chief priests, which is out of the ques- 

tion. For much less was he subjected to the indignity of being beaten 

asrelated by Jn 18-22. Michelsen corrects ἐὰν δὲ ἐρωτήσητε, οὐ μὴ ἀπο- 

κριθῶ, which I believe to be right, and I had conjectured the same 

myself, Luke oratorically develops Mk 14-61 6 δὲ ἐσιώπα καὶ οὐκ ἀπεκρί- 

vato οὐδέν. 

23-5. καὶ ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας. See my note on Acts 10-37. 

23-28. θυγατέρες Ἱερουσαλὴμ,, ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὰς κλαίετε καὶ ἐπὶ τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν, 

ὅτι ἰδοὺ ἔρχονται ἡμέραι ἐν αἷς ἐροῦσι μακάριαι αἱ στεῖραι καὶ ai κοιλίαι 

at οὐκ ἐγέννησαν καὶ μαστοὶ ot οὐκ ἔθρεψαν. The Lord of course alludes 

to the ἐρήμωσις which was then threatening the Jewish nation at the 

hands of the Romans. So that the following proverb εἰ ἐν τῷ ὑγρῷ ξύλῳ 

ταῦτα ποιοῦσιν, ἐν τῷ ξηρῷ τί γένηται means that, if in times of peace, 

such as is enjoyed to-day, such enormities are perpetrated, what will 

happen when the impending ἐρήμωσις comes upon you? 

23-40. οὐδὲ φοβῇ σὺ τὸν θεὸν, ὅτι ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ κρίματι et ; I do not see 

the force of οὐδέ. Several documents record οὐδὲν, and that is the proper 

lection, being an equivalent of a simple ov. Our passage is reproduced 

in Acts Pil.10-2, and there also the reading fluctuates between οὐδὲν 

and οὐδέ. Jannaris §§ 1798 and 1799 ‘ We very often find οὐδὲν as mere 

equivalent of od. Οὐδὲν was reduced by aphaeresis to δὲν, a form ever 

since universally current in MGk.’ This evolution of οὐ into οὐδὲν and 

μὴ into μηδὲν I have traced to classical times ; cf. Plat.Soph.254c λόγου 
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ἐνδεεῖς μηδὲν γιγνώμεθα. Herod.5-34 οὐδὲν πάντως προσεδέκοντο ἐπὶ σφέας 

τὸν στόλον τοῦτον ὁρμήσεσθαι. Xen.Mem.2-1-30 διὰ τὸ μηδὲν ἔχειν ὅ τι 

ποιῇς. Eur.Bace.209 δι᾽ ἀριθμῶν οὐδὲν (ΞΞ οὐκ) αὔξεσθαι θέλει. See my note 

on Jn 20-9. 

ὅτι = ὅς. In many places, and chiefly in my note on Rom.8-29, 

I have shown that often ὅτι represents an indeclinable conjunction 

which replaces relative pronouns in all their forms. 

24-21. ἠλπίζομεν ὅτι αὐτός ἐστιν ὁ μέλλων λυτροῦσθαι τὸν Ἰσραήλ᾽ ἀλλά 

γε καὶ σὺν πᾶσι τούτοις τρίτην ταύτην ἡμέραν ἄγει ἀφ᾽ οὗ ταῦτα ἐγένετο. 

᾿Αλλὰ καὶ γυναῖκές τινες ἐξ ἡμῶν ἐξέστησαν ἡμᾶς. There has crept ἃ dis- 

turbance into this passage. After recounting the occurrences connected 

with Jesus’ trial and execution the natural way for the disciples to 

proceed was to mention the time when those things happened, and 

then as a climax to their bewilderment to add the extraordinary re- 

port of the women. I think therefore that the original text was ἠλπί- 

Copev ὅτι αὐτός ἐστιν 6 μέλλων λυτροῦσθαι τὸν Ἰσραήλ. Τρίτην δὲ ταύτην 

ἡμέραν ἄγει ἀφ᾽ οὗ ταῦτα ἐγένετο. ᾿Αλλά γε καὶ σὺν πᾶσι τούτοις καὶ γυ- 

ναῖκές τινες ἐξ ἡμῶν ἐξέστησαν ἡμᾶς. Where σὺν πᾶσι τούτοις is placed 

in the text the emphasis and culmination fall upon τρίτην ταύτην ἡμέραν 

as ifthat lapse of time were the most extraordinary thing of all that 

happened. In 16-26 ἐν πᾶσι τούτοις likewise introduces a culmination. 

24-32. οὐχὶ ἡ καρδία ἡμῶν καιομένη ἣν ἐν ἡμῖν, ὡς ἐλάλει ἡμῖν ἐν τῇ 

ὁδῷ, ὡς διήνοιγεν ἡμῖν τὰς γραφάς ; It does not seem to me that καιομένη 

fits the context ; its meaning would be ardent, passionate, or distressed. 

Sophocles v. καίω quotes from Nicol.Damasc. (beginning of Christian 

era) 30 καιόμενος τῷ πόθῳ αὐτῆς. Add Hom. a48 ἀλλά μοι dud’ Οδησῆϊ 

(read ᾿Οδυσέϊ) δαΐφρονι δαίεται ἦτορ. Deut.19-6 διώξας ὁ ἀγχιστεύων, ὅτι 

παρατεθέρμανται τῇ καρδίᾳ. 4Kings 22-13 ὀργὴ κυρίου ἐκκεκαυμένη. Ps. 

88-47 ἐκκαυθήσεται ἡ ὀργή σου. 2Mac.10-35 πυρωθέντες τοῖς θυμοῖς. 8 

Mac.4-2 στεναγμοῖς πεπυρωμένης τῆς καρδίας. Plut.Mar.16 θυμὸς αὐτῆς 

παριστάμενος ἐξεθέρμαινε καὶ διέφλεγε τὰς ψυχάς. Herod.5-19 σχεδόν σευ 

ἀνακαιομένου συνίημι τοὺς λόγους ὅτι ἐθέλεις ποιέειν τι νεώτερον. XII Patr. 

Neph.7 ἐκαιόμην τοῖς σπλάγχνοις μου ἀναγγεῖλαι, my heart was all aglow 

with the desire to announce. D gives κεκαλυμμένη, which was probably 

taken from 2Cor.3-14 ἐπωρώθη τὰ νοήματα αὐτῶν, ἄχρι yap τῆς σήμερον 

ἡμέρας τὸ αὐτὸ κάλυμμα ἐπὶ τῇ ἀναγνώσει τῆς παλαιᾶς διαθήκης μένει. In 
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the old Latin versions we find a rendering excaecatum, which, as al- 

ready remarked by critics, leads to πεπηρωμένη, blinded. This once must 

have been written πεπυρωμένη, burning, for which its synonym καιομένη 

was substituted. As any one can see for himself at a glance, such sub- 

stitutes are a very frequent feature of the New Testament; I quote as 

instances Mt 5-47 ἀδελφοὺς--φίλους. 47 ἐθνικοὶ--τελῶναι. 7-4 ἐκ-- ἀπό. 

34 drws—iva, 9-14 πολλὰ--πυκνά. 36 ἐσκυλμένοι--ἐκλελυμένοι. 15-6 λόγον 

--νόμον--ἐντολήν. 20-34 ὀμμάτων--ὀφθαλμῶν. Mk 1-26 φωνῆσαν--κράξαν. 

3-30 ἁμαρτίας--κρίσεως. 4-19 aidvos—Biov. 14-44 σύσσημον--σημεῖον, etc. 

But I think that πεπηρωμένη itself was a misreading of πεπωρωμένη, 

for in v. 45 it is said διήνοιξεν αὐτῶν τὸν νοῦν τοῦ συνιέναι τὰς γραφὰς, 

and συνιέναι is often encountered in the same sentence with πωροῦσθαι 

as its antithesis. Cf. Mk 6-52 οὐ yap συνῆκαν ἐπὶ τοῖς ἄρτοις, GAN ἦν ἡ 

καρδία αὐτῶν πεπωρωμένη. 8-17 οὔπω νοεῖτε οὐδὲ συνίετε; πεπωρωμένην 

ἔχετε τὴν καρδίαν ὑμῶν; Jn 12-40 ἐπώρωσεν αὐτῶν τὴν καρδίαν, ἵνα μὴ 

γοήσωσι τῇ καρδίᾳ. So here πεπωρωμένη of v.32 would form the anti- 

thesis to συνιέναι of v.45. Another variant in our passage is gravatum, 

βεβαρημένη, which equally leads to πεπωρωμένη. Cf. Exod.7-14 βεβά- 

ρῆται ἡ καρδία Φαραὼ Ξε πεπώρωται, both the verbs βαρεῖσθαι and πωροῦ- 

σθαι signifying to be hardened. The same reading is also represented 

by the other Latin translation obtusum. 

ὡς ἐλάλει ἡμῖν ἐν TH ὁδῷ, ὡς διήνοιγεν ἡμῖν τὰς γραφάς. For the repeti- 

tion of ds οἵ. 4-25 πολλαὶ χῆραι ἦσαν, ὅτε ἐκλείσθη ὃ οὐρανὸς, ὡς ἐγένετο 

λιμός. Herod.8-56 ds σφι ἐξηγγέλθη ὡς ἔσχε. 

24-41. ἀπιστούντων αὐτῶν ἀπὸ τῆς χαρᾶς. The text cannot be right, 

for surely one rejoices if one believes in the reality of a joyful event, 

not if one disbelieves it. I read ἀποσιγώντων, which palaeographically 

is pretty close to ἀπιστούντων. Thus we see the disciples struck with 

aphasia from their overwhelming joy at the sudden reappearance of 

their beloved master. Cf. ClemR.Hom.14-9 ἀφασίᾳ συσχεθέντες ἐκ τῆς 

ἀπλήστου χαρᾶς. Of ἀποσιγῶ = to be silent Sophocles cites one example 

from the Constitutiones Apostolorum. 
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1-1. περὶ πάντων ὧν (= ἃ) ἤρξατο ὁ ̓ Ιησοῦς ποιεῖν τε καὶ διδάσκειν ἄχρι 
ἧς ἡμέρας ἀνελήμφθη. Peculiarly expressed for περὶ πάντων ὧν ὃ Ἰησοῦς 
ἐποίησέ τε καὶ ἐδίδαξε ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς ἄχρι ἀναλήμψεως, concerning everything 
from beginning to end which Jesus did either in acts or in teach- 
ing. Cf. v. 21 ἐν παντὶ χρόνῳ ᾧ εἰσῆλθε καὶ ἐξῆλθεν ἐφ᾽ ἡμᾶς ὃ κύριος 
Ἰησοῦς ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τοῦ βαπτίσματος ᾿Ιωάννου ἕως τῆς ἡμέρας ἧς 
ἀνελήμφθη. 

1-2, ἐντειλάμενος τοῖς ἀποστόλοις διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου οὖς ἐξελέξατο. 

The words διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου are generally connected with ἐντειλά- 

pevos; but the commandment to the Apostles as related at the end of 

Luke’s gospel was direct and not through the Holy Ghost. Our Evan- 

gelist means that the selection of the Apostles, that narrow circle of 

the twelve, was the result of guidance from above, and so is the 

matter understood in Peter’s Predication referred to by Clement of 

Alexandria Strom.6-6-48 ἐξελεξάμην ὑμᾶς δώδεκα μαθητὰς κρίνας ἀξίους 

ἐμοῦ, ods ὁ κύριος ἠθέλησεν. An invocation for a similar guidance we 

have further on in v. 24 σὺ, κύριε, καρδιογνῶστα πάντων, ἀνάδειξον ὃν 

ἐξελέξω. Nor is there anything ungrammatical or anomalous in con- 

necting διὰ πνεύματος With ἐξελέξατο. Cf.5-35 προσέχετε ἑαυτοῖς ἐπὶ τοῖς 

ἀνθρώποις τούτοις τί μέλλετε πράσσειν = πράσσειν ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀνθρώποις. 

20-18 ἐπίστασθε ἀπὸ πρώτης ἡμέρας πῶς μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ἐγενόμην = ἐγενόμην 

ἀπὸ πρώτης ἡμέρας. 

1-6. ἐπηρώτων αὐτὸν λέγοντες Κύριε, εἰ ἐν τῷ χρόνῳ τούτῳ ἀποκαθι- 

στάνεις τὴν βασιλείαν τῷ ᾿Ισραήλ; Εἶπε δὲ πρὸς αὐτοὺς Οὐχ ὑμῶν ἐστι 
γνῶναι χρόνους ἢ καιροὺς, ods 6 πατὴρ ἔθετο ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ ἐξουσίᾳ. The 

answer put in the mouth of the Lord was no doubt meant to explain 

away the awkward point of no παλιγγένεσις forthcoming, such as the 

converts were promised and ardently were longing for. In my note 

on Jn 14-2 I have said «At that time the adherents to Christianity, 

who had expected an advent of the kingdom of God in their lifetime, 

were bitterly disappointed to see the deaths of the faithful. 

H 
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1-15. ἀναστὰς Πέτρος ἐν μέσῳ τῶν ἀδελφῶν εἶπεν (ἦν Te ὄχλος ὀνομάτων 

ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ὡς ἑκατὸν εἴκοσιν) Ανδρες ἀδελφοί. The parenthesis requires 

ἦν 5¢as de Baze conjectured. 
ὀνομάτων. Preserved in MGk in the form ἀνομᾶτος = person, indivi- 

dual. In 1Kings 4-10 for τριάκοντα χιλιάδες ταγμάτων read ὀνομάτων. 

Philostr.Apoll.Epist.66 λῷον ὄνομα = a better person, as Conybeare 

correctly suggests. 

1-16. προεῖπε τὸ πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον διὰ στόματος Δαβὶδ περὶ ᾿Ιούδα τοῦ 

γενομένου ὁδηγοῦ τοῖς συλλαβοῦσι τὸν Ἰησοῦν, ὅτι κατηριθμημένος ἦν ἐν 

ὑμῖν. Here ὅτι = ds, being the indeclinable conjunction which replaces 

relative pronouns in all their forms; see my note on Rom.8-29 and 

Jn 1-16. The translator of the Vulgate saw the relative force of ὅτι, 

for it renders gut connumeratus erat. Neither as causal nor as declara- 

tive dependent from προεῖπε does it suit the context. 

1-18. πρηνὴς γενόμενος ἐλάκησε. The expression πρηνὴς γενόμενος 
for πρηνὴς πεσὼν is unparalleled. Read περιτενὴς γενόμενος, becoming 

distended, swollen, to which both Papias’s (see Tischendorf) ὁ Ἰούδας 

πρησθεὶς and the variant πρινὴς in SAC, as well as in other Mss, 

point. We have confirmatory evidence in Acts Thom.33 6 δὲ δράκων 

φυσηθεὶς ἐλάκησεν, which I consider is an imitation of our passage, 

and in the Vulgate suspensus, an error no doubt for distensus. The 

word occurs in Hippocrates as a medical term, and to Luke, if he was 

a physician, it must have been familiar. Cf. also my note on 28-6, 

where I emend πίμπρασθαι καὶ καταπίπτειν. 

ἐλάκησε. Its synonym ἐψόφησε is a specific term in MGk for it died 

when referring to the death of an animal; if applied to a human being, 

it implies scorn or hatred on the part of the speaker, similarly to the 

French crever. Such must have been the feeling which inspired ἐλάκησε. 

2-1. ἐν τῷ συμπληροῦσθαι τὴν ἡμέραν τῆς πεντηκοστῆς. A variant τὰς 

ἡμέρας, preserved in versions, is preferable. Cf. 20-6 μετὰ τὰς ἡμέρας 

τῶν ἀζύμων. Lk 2-6 ἐπλήσθησαν αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ τεκεῖν. 1-23 ἐπλήσθησαν 

αἱ ἡμέραι τῆς λειτουργίας. 2-22 ἐπλήσθησαν ai ἡμέραι τοῦ καθαρισμοῦ. 
9-51 ἐν τῷ συμπληροῦσθαι τὰς ἡμέρας τῆς ἀναλήμψεως. 

2-3. ὥφθησαν γλῶσσαι ὡσεὶ πυρὸς καὶ ἐκάθισεν ἐφ᾽ ἕνα ἕκαστον, The 

variant ἐκάθισαν is the only possible lection grammatically; but 

ἐκάθισεν, having secured precedence through the early editions of the 
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New Testament, continues, and will probably continue, to sway the 

judgement of editors. 

2-5. ἦσαν δὲ ἐν Ἱερουσαλὴμ κατοικοῦντες Ἰουδαῖοι ἄνδρες εὐλαβεῖς 

ἀπὸ παντὸς ἔθνους. Blass «Pessime interpolatum in plerisque (ργϑοίου δα) 

Ἰουδαῖοι, cum de gentilibus manifesto agatur.? I have surmised this 
interpolation myself. 

2-9. Ἰουδαίαν. Hemsterhuis very plausibly Βιθυνίαν. 

2-25. ἐκ δεξιῶν μου ἐστίν. Drusius (see van Manen, Conjecturaal- 

Kritiek) ἔστη according to Theophylactus’s τὸ δὲ ἐκ δεξιῶν ἑστάναι τὸν 

πατέρα λέγεσθαι νῦν. 

2-26. ἐπ᾽ ἐλπίδι = ἐν πεποιθήσει. Cf. 1ClemR.45-8. 57-7 κατασκη- 

νώσει ἐπ᾿ ἐλπίδι καὶ ἡσυχάσει ἀφόβως. Judg.18-7, 18-10. XII Patr.Ben. 

10-11. Oxyr.Pap.1597, where Grenfell ἐν ἐλπίδι. I have quoted these 
instances in my note on Rom.4-18. 

2-45, διεμέριξον αὐτὰ πᾶσι καθότι ἄν τις χρείαν εἶχε. Venema cor- 
rectly καθ᾽ ὅ τι. 

2-46. προσκαρτεροῦντες ὁμοθυμαδὸν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ κλῶντές τε κατ᾽ οἶκον 

ἄρτον μετελάμβανον τροφῆς. This reads as if the faithful continued 

steadfastly in the temple and partook of nourishment both there and 

at home. Read προσεκαρτέρουν πάντες ὁμοθυμαδόν. Cf. 2-1 ἦσαν ἅπαντες 

ὁμοθυμαδόν. 5-12 ἦσαν ὁμοθυμαδὸν ἅπαντες ἐν τῇ στοᾷ. The meaning is 

that they all clung in a body to the temple and in a body broke bread 

at home and partook of nourishment. 

3-6. ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ. As I have explained in my note 

on Rom.6-3, the invocation primitively was in the name of Jesus 

alone, so that the addition of Χριστοῦ here and at 4-10. 16-8. 1Cor.6- 

11. Gal.3-27 is highly suspicious. 

3-8. ἐξαλλόμενος. Read with Blass ἐξαλάμενος. 
ἐξαλλόμενος ἔστη καὶ περιεπάτει, καὶ εἰσῆλθε σὺν αὐτοῖς εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν 

περιπατῶν καὶ ἁλλόμενος καὶ αἰνῶν τὸν θεόν. By saying περιπατῶν Luke 

wished to intimate that the paralytic was now able to walk without 

any assistance. But the addition ἁλλόμενος rather imparts a comical 

turn to the narrative, for it represents the man as if he entered the 

temple and glorified God dancing. It is due to the foregoing ἐξαλλό- 

μενος that the primitive reading ἀγαλλιώμενος (so also Naber) was 

corrupted to dAAduevos through the classical ἀγαλλόμενος. To this 
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points the reading of D χαιρόμενος and that of E χαίρων, though added 

after περιεπάτει. 

As regards the form χαιρόμενος it is not ‘nibili’ as Blass says. It 

is the MGk form, which was already established in the Hellenistic 

period as shown by the examples from the second and third centuries 

registered by Sophocles. It was inevitable that the middle would 

displace the active voice when the people acquired the middle voice 

sentiment in accordance with such verbs as ἦδομαι, τέρπομαι, θλίβομαι, 

ἄχθομαι, ete. 
3-12. τί ἀτενίζετε ὡς ἰδίᾳ δυνάμει ἢ εὐσεβείᾳ πεποιηκόσι τοῦ περιπατεῖν 

αὐτόν : It has already been realized that εὐσεβείᾳ is due to a mis- 

reading. Read ἐνεργείᾳ. It is a ἕν διὰ δυοῖν, 1. 8. ἐνεργείᾳ δυνάμεως. Cf. 

Eph.3-7 κατὰ τὴν ἐνέργειαν τῆς δυνάμεως. Phil.3-21 κατὰ τὴν ἐνέργειαν 

τοῦ δύνασθαι. Mk 6-14 ἐνεργοῦσιν αἱ δυνάμεις ἐν αὐτῷ. Gal.3-5 ἐνεργῶν 

δυνάμεις ἐν ὑμῖν. Col.1-29 τὴν ἐνέργειαν αὐτοῦ τὴν ἐνεργουμένην ἐν ἐμοὶ 

ἐν δυνάμει. 

8-16. καὶ ἐπὶ τῇ πίστει τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ τοῦτον ὃν θεωρεῖτε καὶ οἴδατε 

ἐστερέωσε τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ. This and the following clause καὶ ἡ πίστις ἡ 

δι αὐτοῦ ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ τὴν ὁλοκληρίαν ταύτην ἀπέναντι πάντων ὑμῶν state 

essentially the same thing, and one of the two must be an interpola- 

tion. I believe it is this one, for its style is far too stilted even for Luke, 

τοῦ ὀνόματος αὐτοῦ and τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ being nothing else but one of 

the usual respectful periphrases (see my note on Lk 4-36) for the 

simple pronouns αὐτοῦ and αὐτός. It was interpolated after the cor- 
ruption of ἴασις into πίστις. 

καὶ ἡ ἴασις (see next note) ἡ SVadtod ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ τὴν ὁλοκληρίαν 

ταύτην. This hangs together with ὁ θεὸς ἐδόξασε τὸν παῖδα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν, 

the intervening words being parenthetical. The scope is that God has 

glorified his son by bestowing upon him such healing powers as would 

effect the miracle of restoring the lame man. 

ἴασις (= act of curing) is my correction of the textual πίστις, which 

is distinctly wrong, for if faith is to cure, it must exist in the person 

who is to be cured, as is the case in Mt 9-22 and 28. Mk 5-36; but 

in this passage the faith of the lame man is not brought in. At 4-22 

this miracle is called τὸ σημεῖον τοῦτο τῆς ἰάσεως. In the same way 

πίστις has usurped the place of ἴασις in 1Cor.12-9, causing the intru- 
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sion of ἄλλῳ δὲ χαρίσματα ἰαμάτων ἐν τῷ ἑνὶ πνεύματι; and at Lk 4-18 
Ihave shown that ἐν ἀφέσει should most probably be corrected by ἐν 
ἰάσει. I may mention that in the passage from 1Corinthians just quoted 

there is another error in διακρίσεις πνευμάτων, which should be altered 
into διακρίσεις ὁραμάτων. 

3-19. ἀπὸ προσώπου τοῦ κυρίου. Another respectful expression for 

ἀπὸ τοῦ κυρίου. See my note on 3-16. 
3-24, ὅσοι ἐλάλησαν kal κατήγγειλαν τὰς ἡμέρας ταύτας. An idiomatic 

phrase, which in full would be ὅσοι ἐλάλησαν (ΞΞ οἱ λαλήσαντες) ἐλάλησαν 

καὶ κατήγγειλαν ; in other words, οἱ λαλήσαντες οὐ μόνον ἐλάλησαν ἀλλὰ 

καὶ κατήγγειλαν. Cf. Demos.12 ἂν μὲν γὰρ, ὅσα ἄν τις λάβῃ, καὶ σώσῃ = 

οὐ μόνον λάβῃ ἀλλὰ καὶ σώσῃ. Job.23-13 ὃ αὐτὸς ἠθέλησε καὶ ἐποίησε, ete. 
4-3. τήρησιν. A synonym Οὗ φυλακὴν, prison. 

4-12. οὐδὲ yap ὄνομα ἔστιν ἕτερον ἐν ᾧ δεῖ σωθῆναι. An allusion pro- 

bably to the Hebrew meaning of Ἰησοῦς in accordance with Mt 1-21 

καλέσεις τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦν, αὐτὸς yap σώσει τὸν λαὸν αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ 

τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν αὐτῶν. 

4-16. ὅτι μὲν γὰρ γνωστὸν σημεῖον γέγονε δι᾿ αὐτῶν πᾶσι τοῖς κατοι- 

κοῦσιν Ἱερουσαλὴμ φανερόν. The word γνωστὸν can only mean known 

or knowable, and if it were given this sense, the result would be an 

absurd sentence, namely, that a known, or knowable, sign was wrought 

is clear to all, which to all intents and purposes is the same as that a 

clear sign was wrought is clear to all. In order to avoid I presume 

this absurdity, the English translators were reduced to paring down 

and have rendered γνωστὸν by notable. I suspect that the original 

reading was σωστὸν, a word in everyday use to-day in the sense of 

right, correct, proper, complete, see Viékhos. It is not recorded in Dic- 

tionaries of old Greek in this sense, but it has its equivalent in σῶς, 

which comes from the same root. Cf. Xen.Cyrop.7-4-13 σῶα ἀποδοῦναι 

τὰ χρήματα. Arist.Lys.488 iva τἀργύριον σῶν παρέχοιμεν. Coraes at Plut. 

AemP.36, in commenting upon Hom.y28 viv τοι σῶς αἰπὺς ὄλεθρος, 

states ‘ds ἂν ἡ συνήθεια φαίη swords.’ Cf. also ἄσωστον (presumed by 

Cobet to be an error for ἀβίωτον, not a very felicitous conjecture) 

βίον in Plut.Alcib.3, which probably means improper, wrong. By the 

change I suggest we obtain this sense: that ὦ proper (not a charla- 

tanish) sign was wrought is clear. 
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4-17, ἀπειλησώμεθα. Bentley ‘forte ἐπαπειλησώμεθα.᾽ 

4-21. μηδὲν εὑρίσκοντες τὸ πῶς κολάσωνται. In accordance with Lk 

19-48 οὐχ εὕρισκον τὸ τί ποιήσωσιν, here μηδὲν stands for a simple μὴ, 

as often. See my note on 23-40. 
4-25. ὃ τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου στόματος Δαβὶδ παιδός σου 

εἰπών. The words τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν are in the air where they are placed. 

Apparently a marginal note intended to follow Δαβὲδ as they do in 

Lk 1-32 Δαβὶδ τοῦ πατρὸς αὐτοῦ and Mk 11-10 τοῦ πατρὸς ἡμῶν Δαβίδ, 

διὰ πνεύματος = ἐν πνεύματι. Cf. Mt 22-43 Δαβὶδ ἐν πνεύματι κύριον 

αὐτὸν καλεῖ. Jannaris ὃ 1381 ‘the instrumental dative is sometimes 

replaced, notably in post-classical Greek, by the preposition διὰ [with 

the genitive] And ἐν πνεύματιξεπνεύματι; see my note on πεπληρο- 

φορημένων ἐν ὑμῖν of Lk 1-1. 

διὰ πνεύματος ἁγίου στόματος Δαβίδ. St Luke here affects, as he often 

loves to do, a Septuagint style as expressive of solemnity. See my 

note on Lk 1-72. 

4-33. ἀπεδίδουν τὸ μαρτύριον οἱ ἀπόστολοι τῆς ἀναστάσεως τοῦ κυρίου 

᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ. As pointed out in my note on Rom.6-17, ἀπεδίδουν 

stands for παρεδίδουν, ἐδίδασκον, taught, preached, and τὸ μαρτύριον does 

not comport with it in this sense. I therefore incline to think that the 

right word is τὸ μυστήριον. Cf. 1Cor.2-1 καταγγέλλων ὑμῖν τὸ μυστήριον 

τοῦ θεοῦ, where likewise τὸ μαρτύριον has been substituted in several 

Mss. Eph.6-19 γνωρίσαι τὸ μυστήριον τοῦ εὐαγγελίου. Col.4-3 λαλῆσαι 

τὸ μυστήριον τοῦ Χριστοῦ. See also my note on Rom.11-25. 

5-6. ἀναστάντες δὲ ot νεώτεροι. There is no idea that the servants 

were sitting and then rose to perform their duty, as it has been 

thought. As I mentioned in my note on Lk 1-39 ἀναστᾶσα δὲ Μαριὰμ 

ἐπορεύθη, the participles ἐγερθεὶς or ἀναστὰς are frequently added 
simply to indicate the commencement of a movement. 

ot νεώτεροι. 1.6. of παῖδες, servants, porters, whose business it was to 

carry out the needful at funerals. So also νεανίσκοι in v.10. Compare 

the MGk παιδί[ον], the French gargon = waiter and the Spanish mozo. 

5-13. τῶν δὲ λοιπῶν οὐδεὶς ἐτόλμα κολλᾶσθαι αὐτοῖς, No persons are 

specified in the foregoing so that here there might be a reference to a 

rest (λοιπῶν). But the Apostles were in a body preaching in Solomon’s 

porch, namely, within the court of the temple over which the Levites 
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as the servants of the temple had jurisdiction and for order in which 

they were responsible. I conclude that Luke meant to say that the 

Levites for fear of the people dared not forbid the Apostles to pursue 

their work within the court. I read therefore τῶν δὲ Λευιτῶν οὐδεὶς 

ἐτόλμα κωλῦσαι αὐτούς. This also makes οὐδεὶς ἐτόλμα intelligible ; 

otherwise, since the people were exalting the Apostles, there was no 

occasion for diffidence on the part of any one about following them. 

5-17. ἀναστὰς (see my note on v. 6) δὲ ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς καὶ πάντες οἱ σὺν 

αὐτῷ ἐπλήσθησαν ζήλου καὶ ἐπέβαλον τὰς χεῖρας. A rather anomalous 

construction ; in a regular style the sentence would run 6 δὲ ἀρχιερεὺς 

καὶ πάντες οἱ σὺν αὐτῷ ἐπλήσθησαν ζήλου καὶ ἀναστάντες ἐπέβαλον τὰς 

χεῖρας. 

5-17 to 42. These verses did not form part of the original work but 

are a rechauffé of 4-1 to 22 with the addition of Gamaliel’s address, 

The following parallelism will show this clearly: 

5-17. ἐπέβαλον τὰς χεῖρας ἐπὶ τοὺς 4-3. ἐπέβαλον αὐτοῖς Tas χεῖρας καὶ χείρ 
ἀποστόλους καὶ ἔθεντο αὐτοὺς ἐν ἔθεντο εἰς τήρησιν 
τηρήσει 

5-19. διὰ νυκτὸς ἤνοιξε τὰς θύρας 4-3. εἰς τὴν αὔριον, ἣν γὰρ ἑσπέρα 

ἤδη 
5-21. ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς καὶ of σὺν αὐτῷ 4-5. συναχθῆναι αὐτῶν τοὺς ἄρχον- 

συνεκάλεσαν τὸ συνέδριον καὶ τας καὶ τοὺς πρεσβυτέρους καὶ 
πᾶσαν τὴν γερουσίαν τοὺς γραμματεῖς 

5-26. οὐ μετὰ βίας, ἐφοβοῦντο γὰρ 4-21. μηδὲν εὑρίσκοντες τὸ πῶς κο- 
τὸν λαὸν λάσωνται αὐτοὺς διὰ τὸν λαὸν 

5-27. αὐτοὺς ἔστησαν ἐν τῷ συνε- 4-6. στήσαντες αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ μέσῳ 
δρίῳ καὶ ἐπηρώτησεν ἐπυνθάνοντο 

5-29. πειθαρχεῖν δεῖ θεῷ μᾶλλον ἢ 4-19. εἰ δίκαιόν ἐ ἐστιν ὑμῶν ἀκούειν 
ἀνθρώποις μᾶλλον ἢ ἢ τοῦ θεοῦ 

5-30. ἤγειρεν Ἰησοῦν, ὃν ὑμεῖς δι- 4- 10. Ἰησοῦ ὃ ὃν ὑμεῖς ἐσταυρώσατε, 
χειρίσασθε κρεμάσαντες ὃν 6 θεὸς ἤγειρεν 

5-40. προσκαλεσάμενοι τοὺς ἀπο- 4-18. καλέσαντες αὐτοὺς παρήγγει- 
στόλους παρήγγειλαν μὴ λαλεῖν λαν μὴ φθέγγεσθαι ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνό- 

> ΙΑ 
ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματι τοῦ Ἰησοῦ. ματι Ἰησοῦ. 

Then the episode of the angel who opened the prison is ἃ reminis- 

cence of 12-7 ff and probably also of 16-26. Furthermore, Gamaliel’s 

address is pointless, nor is his advice really carried out (though we 

are told that it was), for the Apostles were not let off, considering that 
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before discharge they were scourged. In fact, shortly afterwards we 

have Stephen’s episode, when he was put to death in the presence of 

the chief priest without any interference on his part to save him in 

conformity with Gamaliel’s advice. 

5-20, πάντα τὰ ῥήματα τῆς ζωῆς ταύτης. Probably ταῦτα, So Manen. 

5-21, παραγενόμενος. As there is no other place indicated, we should 

have to assume that the chief priest visited τὸ ἱερὸν, which is men- 

tioned in the preceding verse. If that were so, however, we would 

have been told what was his object in repairing there. In the absence 

of any such information παραγενόμενος remains too indefinite to be 

sound. 
5-40. τοὺς ἀποστόλους δείραντες παρήγγειλαν μὴ λαλεῖν ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματι 

τοῦ Ἰησοῦ. It was for the offence of heresy that the Apostles were 

scourged, in the same way as according to 22-19 Paul at one time was 

treating the Christians, R. Travers Herford, Christianity in Talmud 

and Midrash p.336 ‘Jacob of Ch.N. was called to account by R.Haggai, 

who ordered him on each occasion to come and be scourged for having 

given a wrong decision. Jacob asked R.Haggai by what authority he 

scourged him. The Rabbai quoted texts to show that Jacob’s teaching 

was wrong, after which Jacob lay down and submitted to be 

scourged.? 

6-7. πολύς τε ὄχλος τῶν ἱερέων ὑπήκουον TH πίστει. It is beyond belief 

that a great crowd of priests were converted. A scandal of such 

sensational magnitude could not have been dismissed with a perfunc- 

tory notice, nor could it have remained without grave consequences. 

Even if Mt 3-7 ἰδὼν δὲ πολλοὺς τῶν Φαρισαίων καὶ Σαδδουκαίων ἐρχομέ- 

νους ἐπὶ τὸ βάπτισμα be genuine, it was one thing to seek purification 

and quite another to fall in with such a claim as that Jesus was the 

Messiah. Most likely for ἱερέων we should read ‘EGpaiwy, to which 

the variant Ἰουδαίων seems to point. 

7-5. ἐπηγγείλατο δοῦναι αὐτῷ (several minuscules ἐπηγγείλατο αὐτῷ 

δοῦναι, adopted by Souter) εἰς κατάσχεσιν αὐτὴν καὶ τῷ σπέρματι αὐτοῦ 

μετ᾽ αὐτόν. This flatly contradicts the preceding οὐκ ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ κλη- 

ρονομίαν ἐν αὐτῇ οὐδὲ βῆμα ποδὸς, and it is hopeless to strain after 

explaining the contradiction away. Luke was a gentleman highly cul- 

tured, and it is inadmissible that he would have perpetrated such 
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a palpable incongruity without being struck by it. He must have had 
in mind Gen.12-7 ὥφθη κύριος τῷ ΓΑβραμ καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ TS σπέρματί 
σου δώσω τὴν γῆν ταύτην, 50 that he probably wrote ἐπηγγειλατο αὐτῷ 

δοῦναι [εἰς κατάσχεσιν] αὐτὴν τῷ σπέρματι αὐτοῦ, but some transcriber 

remodelled the quotation in accordance with Gen.48-4 δώσω σοι τὴν 
γῆν ταύτην καὶ τῷ σπέρματί cov μετὰ σέ. 

7-19. κατασοφισάμενος τὸ γένος ἡμῶν. Having acted villainously to- 

wards our race. As πανοῦργος often stands for σοφὸς, the reverse may 

equally obtain and σοφὸς be employed in a pejorative sense for 

πανοῦργος. So that κατασοφισάμενος most probably means the same as 

καταπανουργησάμενος ; Cf, Ps.82-4 ἐπὶ τὸν λαόν cov κατεπανουργήσαντο 

γνώμην. In any case the English version and the same dealt subtilly 

with our kindred, or race, is not correct; there was no subtlety in 

Pharaoh’s acts—to which κατασοφισάμενος refers as does also κατασο- 

φισώμεθα of Exod.1-10—but open hostility. 

7-20. ἀστεῖος τῷ θεῷ. 1.6. ἀστειότατος. See my note on Lk 1-6. 

7-25. ἐνόμιζε δὲ συνιέναι τοὺς ἀδελφούς. I do not see the point of 

ἐνόμιζε. Probably ἥρμοζε or ἐνήρμοζε, it was fitting on the part of the 
brethren that they should understand. 

7-38. οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ γενόμενος ἐν tr ἐκκλησίᾳ ἐν TH ἐρήμῳ μετὰ τοῦ 

ἀγγέλου τοῦ λαλοῦντος αὐτῷ ἐν τῷ ὄρει Σινᾶ καὶ τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν. The 

syntax generally adopted of connecting τῶν πατέρων with pera τοῦ 

ἀγγέλου, i.e. μετὰ τοῦ ἀγγέλου καὶ τῶν πατέρων, appears to me unsatis- 

factory ; what was the object of emphasizing such a fact as that 

Moses was in the desert with the Jewish ancestors, especially since it 

was already said in the preceding verse that Moses spoke to them ? 

The author’s intention was I think to convey that the angel spoke to 

Moses and the ancestors, and therefore that τῶν πατέρων stands for 

the dative, a usage which is now thoroughly established ; see Jannaris 

§1350 and Hatzidakis, Hinleitung p.223. Cf.Act.Petr. et Andr.5 δὸς 

τοὺς βόας τοῦ κυρίου αὐτῶν = give the oxen to their owner, and further 

on ἀνάγγειλον τῇ γυναικί σου καὶ τῶν τέκνων σου = inform thy wife and 

thy children, a mixing of the cases as in our passage. It would, how- 

ever, be unfair to tax Luke with such grossly unscholarly grammar, 

and I surmise that καὶ τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν does not come from his pen. 

7-42. ἔστρεψε δὲ ὃ θεὸς καὶ παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς λατρεύειν τῇ στρατιᾷ 

I 



58 THE ACTS ὙΙΙ VIII 

τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. Blass points out the difficulty of translating ἔστρεψε by 

turned, and suggests that the right reading might be διέστρεψε. 

The notion that God in his wrath distorts the minds of sinners and 

involves them in additional sin exists also in Ps.80-12 οὐκ ἤκουσεν ὃ 

λαὸς τῆς φωνῆς pov καὶ Ἰσραὴλ οὐ προσέσχε μοι, καὶ ἐξαπέστειλα αὐτοὺς 

κατὰ τὰ ἐπιτηδεύματα τῶν καρδιῶν αὐτῶν᾽ πορεύσονται ἐν τοῖς ἐπιτηδεύ- 

μασιν αὐτῶν. Cf. further Mt 13-15 ἐπαχύνθη ἡ καρδία τοῦ λαοῦ τούτου 

καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶ βαρέως ἤκουσαν καὶ τοὺς ὀῤβθβαλμοὺς αὐτῶν ἐκάμμυσαν, μήποτε 

ἴδωσι τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶν ἀκούσωσι καὶ τῇ καρδίᾳ συνῶσι καὶ 

ἐπιστρέψωσι καὶ ἰάσομαι αὐτούς. Rom.1-28 καθὼς οὐκ ἐδοκίμασαν τὸν 

θεὸν ἔχειν ἐν ἐπιγνώσει, παρέδωκεν αὐτοὺς 6 θεὸς εἰς ἀδόκιμον νοῦν ποιεῖν 

τὰ μὴ καθήκοντα. 2ZThes.2-10 τὴν ἀγάπην τῆς ἀληθείας οὐκ ἐδέξαντο, καὶ 

διὰ τοῦτο πέμπει αὐτοῖς ὁ θεὸς ἐνέργειαν πλάνης εἰς τὸ πιστεῦσαι αὐτοὺς 

τῷ ψεύδει, ἵνα κριθῶσι πάντες οἱ μὴ πιστεύσαντες τῇ ἀληθείᾳ GAN εὐδο- 

κήσαντες τῇ ἀδικίᾳ. Compare further Lycourg.Leoc.92 οἱ γὰρ θεοὶ οὐδὲν 

πρότερον ποιοῦσιν ἢ τῶν πονηρῶν ἀνθρώπων τὴν διάνοιαν παράγουσι, Where 

Euripides’s iambics are quoted ὅταν γὰρ ὀργὴ δαιμόνων βλάπτῃ τινὰ, 

τοῦτ᾽ αὐτὸ πρῶτον, ἐξαφαιρεῖται φρενῶν τὸν νοῦν τὸν ἐσθλὸν, εἰς δὲ τὴν 

χείρω τρέπει γνώμην, ἵν᾿ εἰδῇ μηδὲν ὧν ἁμαρτάνει. Ἡοπι.Σ 811 ἐκ γάρ σφεων 

(Leeuwen et Costa σφι) φρένας εἵλετο Παλλὰς ᾿Αθήνη. This was ἃ hack- 

neyed notion, hence the proverb μωραΐνει κύριος ὃν βούλεται ἀπολέσαι, 
a most unkind thought. 

7-44. καθὼς διετάξατο ποιῆσαι αὐτήν. Regarding καθὼς αὐτὴν = ἣν 
see my note on 10-38. 

7-51. ἀπερίτμητοι καρδίαις καὶ τοῖς ὠσίν. Probably καὶ τοῖς ὠσὶ βαρεῖς. 
7-59. τὸν Στέφανον ἐπικαλούμενον καὶ λέγοντα. Bentley considered that 

either Ov (θεὸν) dropped out after [emuxadovpev ov or κν (κύριον) before 
καὶ [λέγοντα]. 

8-1. Σαῦλος δὲ ἦν συνευδοκῶν τῇ ἀναιρέσει αὐτοῦ. This information, 
coming so closely upon what we are told in 7-58, i.e. that the 
witnesses against Stephen laid down their garments at the feet of 
Saul, seems to me entirely superfluous. 

8-2. συνεκόμισαν δὲ τὸν Στέφανον ἄνδρες εὐλαβεῖς καὶ ἐποίησαν κοπετὸν 
μέγαν ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ, Not in their proper place; they should be restored 
after καὶ τοῦτο εἰπὼν ἐκοιμήθη of 7-60. De Béze placed them after τῇ 
ἀναιρέσει οὗ 8-1. 
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8-4, διασπαρέντες διῆλθον εὐαγγελιζόμενοι. The aorist is unsuitable 

both here and at 10-38; cf. v.40 διερχόμενος εὐηγγελίζετο. Probably 

διῆγον. For διάγειν with a participle = to continue doing what the par- 
ticiple denotes see Liddell and Scott. 

8-7. πολλοὶ γὰρ τῶν ἐχόντων πνεύματα ἀκάθαρτα, βοῶντα φωνῇ μεγάλῃ, 

ἐξήρχοντο. Blass ‘lectio πολλοὶ anacoluthiam habet vel in mediocri scrip- 

tore intolerabilem.’ Quite so, but the primitive reading was πολλοῖς, 

an ethical dative, to which point D παρὰ πολλοῖς and d a multis. 

8-23. εἰς γὰρ χολὴν πικρίας καὶ σύνδεσμον ἀδικίας ὁρῶ σε ὄντα. I 

cannot discern any sense in εἶναι εἰς χολὴν (= ἐν χολῇ, see Jannaris 

§ 1548), nor does χολὴ denote, as we should have expected, anything 

parallel to σύνδεσμος. I suggest σχολὴν πορνείας, the meaning being 

for I see thee belonging to a heathenish school and to an association of 

iniquity, not to an association of peace (cf. Ephes.4-3 ἐν τῷ συνδέσμῳ 

τῆς εἰρήνης). We would thus obtain a parallelism between σχολὴν and 

σύνδεσμον and another between πορνείας and ἀδικίας. There occur 

several such combinations in which figures πορνεία ; cf.2Cor.12-21 τῇ 

ἀκαθαρσίᾳ καὶ πορνείᾳ. Rom.1-29 πεπληρωμένους πάσῃ ἀδικίᾳ, πορνείᾳ. 

Hos.6-9 ἀνομίαν ἐποίησαν, εἶδον πορνείαν τοῦ “Edpatp. Jer.3-2 ἐν ταῖς 

πορνείαις σου καὶ ἐν ταῖς κακίαις σου. 13-27 ἡ ἀτιμία σου καὶ ἡ μοιχεία 

σου. Jez.23-27 τὰς ἀσεβείας σου καὶ τὴν πορνείαν σου. 23-29 αἰσχύνη 

πορνείας σου καὶ ἀσέβειά σου. 23-35 λάβε τὴν ἀσέβειάν σου καὶ τὴν πορνείαν 

σου. Corruptions οὗ πορνεία I have indicated in my note on Rom.1-29, 

referring to 1Cor.5-8. Sir.41-17. Is.47-10. Jer.13-27. XII Patr.Reub. 

8-3. 4-11. Jud.14-2. Dan.5-5. And at this passage when σχολὴν was 

corrupted into χολὴν, it was easy for πορνείας to lapse into πικρίας 

owing to the association of gall with bitterness ; cf. Deut.29-18 ἐν χολῇ 

καὶ πικρίᾳ. However, the sentence reads like a quotation, and until 

the original is traced, nothing really reliable as to the genuine form 

of the sentence can be advanced. 

πορνείαν. In its general sense of a bad or heathenish act, as often. 

σύνδεσμον. Association in a pejorative sense, conspiracy, of which 

Sophocles registers two instances, i.e. 4Kings11-14 and Jer.11-9. 

8-39, ὅτε δὲ ἀνέβησαν ἐκ τοῦ ὕδατος, πνεῦμα κυρίου ἥρπασε τὸν Φίλιππον 

καὶ οὐκ εἶδεν αὐτὸν οὐκέτι ὁ εὐνοῦχος, ἐπορεύετο γὰρ τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ χαίρων. 

Φίλιππος δὲ εὑρέθη εἰς "ALwrov. I cannot believe that Luke is responsible 
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for this childish tale. I suspect that originally the text read ἐπορεύθη, 

and when this was corrupted into εὑρέθη, a miracle was imagined and 

the story of Philip being carried away by a spirit was concocted. The 
original text ran probably thus: dre δὲ ἀνέβησαν ἐκ τοῦ ὕδατος, ὃ μὲν 

εὐνοῦχος ἐπορεύετο τὴν ὁδὸν αὐτοῦ χαίρων, Φίλιππος δὲ ἐπορεύθη εἰς Αζωτον. 

For a similar fiction see my note on Jn 5-3. 

9-7. of δὲ ἄνδρες of συνοδεύοντες αὐτῷ εἱστήκεισαν ἐννεοὶ, ἀκούοντες μὲν 

τῆς φωνῆς, μηδένα δὲ θεωροῦντες. An evident copy of Dan.10-7 ἴδον ἐγὼ 

Δανιὴλ μόνος τὴν ὀπτασίαν, καὶ οἱ ἄνδρες οἱ μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ οὐκ ἴδον τὴν 

ὀπτασίαν, ddd} (see my note on Βοηι.14-14) ἔκστασις μεγάλη ἐπέπεσεν 

ἐπ᾿ αὐτούς. Soph.Aj.15 εὐμαθές σου, κἂν ἄποπτος ἧς ὅμως, φώνημ᾽ ἀκούω. 

See my notes on 10-14. 17-18. 17-22, and more particularly 27-19. 

9-16, ἐγὼ γὰρ ὑποδείξω αὐτῷ ὅσα δεῖ αὐτὸν ὑπὲρ τοῦ ὀνόματός μου 

παθεῖν. The verb ὑποδείκνυμι occurs in five other places of the New 

Testament, and its meaning in every case is to teach, the force of the 

preposition being the same as in ὑπογράφω, troypappos, ὑφηγοῦμαι. 

And παθεῖν does not accord with such a sense of ὑποδείξω, for it is 

irrational to say that Paul would be taught what he was to suffer. 

For παθεῖν to be right we should have not ὑποδείξω but something 

like ἀπαγγελῶ, λαλήσω, προερῶ (cf.1Thes.3-4 προλέγομεν ὑμῖν ὅτι μέλ- 

λομεν θλίβεσθαι). Therefore I think that it is wrong, having displaced 

ποιεῖν or perhaps πράσσειν, as is made certain by v. 6 λαληθήσεταί σοι 

6 τι σε δεῖ ποιεῖν and by 22-10 πορεύου εἰς Δαμασκὸν κἀκεῖ σοι λαλη- 

θήσεται περὶ πάντων ὧν τέτακταί σοι ποιῆσαι. This is besides what we 

should have expected, namely, that Paul would be told what it was 

his duty to do. The change consciously or unconsciously must have 

come about at the time when the minds of Christians were full of the 

merit of martyrdom. 

9-34. ἀνάστηθι καὶ στρῶσον σεαυτῷ. Expositors supply τὴν κλίνην and 

interpret arise and make thy bed. But in this way Peter is made to 

tell Aeneas to rise from his bed and return to it. What we must 

supply is φαγεῖν, that is to say, Aeneas was to rise from his bed and 

make a couch ready so that he might recline there and refresh him- 

self. So in Mk 14-15 ἀνώγαιον ἐστρωμένον denotes an upper room with 

the στρωμναὶ, i.e. the couches upon which the σύνδειπνοι were to 

recline, made ready. Cf. also Herod.9-82 κλίνας εὖ ἐστρωμένας Kay 
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παρασκευὴν μεγαλοπρεπέα τοῦ δείπνου. Jud.12-25 ἔστρωσεν αὐτῇ τὰ κώ- 
δια ἃ ἔλαβε εἰς τὸ ἐσθίειν. Amos 6-4 κατασπαταλῶντες ἐπὶ ταῖς στρωμναῖς 
αὐτῶν καὶ ἔσθοντες, stretching upon their couches wantonly and feasting. 

Ezek.23-41 ἐκάθου ἐπὶ κλίνης ἐστρωμένης καὶ τράπεζα κεκοσμημένη πρὸ 

προσώπου αὐτῆς. In MGk στρώνω τὸ τραπέζι or simply στρώνω means 

to lay the tablecloth etc in preparation for the meal. Peter on this 

occasion did what Jesus did according to Mk 5-43, where it is said 

that when the damsel rose up he bade her friends let her partake 

of food. Cf. also Evang.1Thom.17 σοὶ λέγω, βρέφος, ζῆσον, καὶ εὐθὺς 

ἀναβλέψας ἐγέλασεν. Etre δὲ τῇ γυναικὶ Apov αὐτὸ καὶ δὸς γάλα. 

9-39. ὅσα ἐποίει μετ᾽ αὐτῶν οὖσα ἧ Δορκάς. The same as ὅσα ἐποίει 

αὐτοῖς ἡ Δορκὰς ζῶσα, those things which Dorkas did to them (for 

them) when alive, Cf. 10-2 ποιῶν ἐλεημοσύνας τῷ λαῷ. Lk 8-39 διηγοῦ 

ὅσα ἐποίησέ σοι ὃ θεός. For per’ αὐτῶν = αὐτοῖς see my note on Apoc.14- 

13, where I have referred to Mk 6-50 ἐλάλησε μετ᾿ αὐτῶν. Lk 10-36 ὃ 

ποιήσας τὸ ἔλεος μετ᾿ αὐτοῦ. Tob.12-6 ἐποίησα μεθ᾿ ὑμῶν. 2Esdr.6-8 μή 

ποτέ τι ποιήσητε μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων (ΞΞ τοῖς πρεσβυτέροις, κατὰ τῶν 

πρεσβυτέρων). Bloomfield at Acts 14-27 ὅσα ἐποίησεν 6 θεὸς μετ᾿ αὐτῶν 

calls this usage ἃ Hebraism. 

οὖσα = ζῶσα. Cf. Mt 2-18 κλαίουσα τὰ τέκνα αὐτῆς, ὅτι οὐκ εἰσίν. 

24-30 εἰ ἦμεν ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν. Mk 1-13 ἦν μετὰ τῶν 

θηρίων. Rom.8-5 οἱ κατὰ σάρκα ὄντες (cf. 8-12 κατὰ σάρκα ζῆν), etc. 

10-10. παρασκευαξόντων δὲ αὐτῶν. No persons being mentioned in 

the foregoing to whom αὐτῶν could be applied, the reading θὲ, αὐτῷ, 

which is recorded in an old Latin, is preferable. Blass deletes αὐτῶν, 

but then how are we to account for its presence? Both Baljon and 

Soden suppress the variant δὲ, but it is registered by Tischendorf, 

who can be shown by this and several other instances to be un- 

replaceable. The subject of παρασκευαζόντων is impersonal, Cf. 21-10 

ἐπιμενόντων δὲ ἡμέρας πλείους, κατῆλθέ τις ἀπὸ τῆς Ἰουδαίας. 21-31 

ζητούντων αὐτὸν ἀποκτεῖναι, ἀνέβη φάσις. Mt 17-14 ἐλθόντων πρὸς τὸν 

ὄχλον, προσῆλθεν αὐτῷ. Herod.5-11 τελεωθέντων δὲ ἀμφοτέροισι, οὗτοι 

μὲν κατὰ εἵλοντο ἐτράπησαν. Thuc.4-135 αἰσθομένων, ἀπήγαγε πάλιν τὴν 

στρατιὰν, and often. 

10-11. τέσσαρσιν ἀρχαῖς καθιέμενον. Le. τέσσαρσιν ἄκροις. Cf. Eur. 

Hippol.762 ἐκδήσαντο πλεκτὰς πεισμάτων ἀρχάς. 
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10-14. Μηδαμῶς, κύριε, ὅτι οὐδέποτε ἔφαγον πᾶν κοινὸν καὶ ἀκάθαρτον. 

Copied from Ezek.4-14 Μηδαμῶς, κύριε, 7 ψυχή μου οὐ μεμίανται ἐν 

ἀκαθαρσίᾳ, οὐδὲ εἰσελήλυθεν εἰς τὸ στόμα μου πᾶν κρέας ἕωλον. See my 

note on 27-19. 

10-30. ἀπὸ τετάρτης ἡμέρας μέχρι ταύτης τῆς ὥρας ἤμην τὴν ἐννάτην 

προσευχόμενος. This can only mean since four days ago until this hour 

1 have been saying my prayer of the ninth hour, and it has been re- 

cognized that such a sense is unsuitable. It seems to me that we must 

follow the variant τὴν ἐννάτην ὥραν and eliminate τῆς ὥρας ; com- 

pendiously ὥρας and ὥραν could be written ὥρα, and if this was missed 

and noted at the margin, it could mistakenly have been combined 

with ταύτης instead of with τὴν ἐννάτην. By this correction we obtain 

the meaning since four days ago until this, i.e. counting from this; 

ef. Gen.31-2 χθὲς καὶ τρίτην ἡμέραν. 1Mac.9-44 οὐ γάρ ἐστι σήμερον ὡς 

χθὲς καὶ τρίτην ἡμέραν. Lucian,Hale.3 ἑώρακας τρίτην ἡμέραν (= before 

yesterday) ὅσος ἣν & χειμών. Herod.6-86 κατὰ τρίτην γενεὰν τὴν aa ἐμέο. 

Cornelius had in his mind to say that he had been praying all these 

four days at his usual ninth hour, but the apparition occurred during 

his prayer of four days ago. 

10-33. καλῶς ἐποίησας παραγενόμενος. I thank thee for having come. 

This idiom of rendering thanks recurs in 15-29 ἐξ dv διατηροῦντες 

ἑαυτοὺς εὖ πράξετε, from whichif you keep yourselves we shall be thank- 

ful to you; its meaning comes out clearly in Phil.4-14 καλῶς ἐποιήσατε 

συγκοινωνήσαντές μου TH θλίψει, I thank you for having sympathized 

with me in my sorrow. Expositors apparently have not perceived what 

this idiom represents, but Hunt has done so, for in Oxyr,Pap.1189 εὖ 

ποιήσεις κομισάμενος and 1215 καλῶς ποιήσεις ἐλθὼν he translates re- 

spectively kindly receive and please come. Similarly 3Jn 6 καλῶς ποιή- 

σεις προπέμψας ἀξίως τοῦ θεοῦ. 3Kings 8-18 καλῶς ἐποίησας ὅτι ἐγενήθη 

ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν σου, I thank thee for having thought of it. 1Mac.11-43 

καλῶς ποιήσεις ἀποστείλας μοι ἄνδρας ot συμμαχήσουσιν. Lucian, Icar.13 

ἥκω σε ἀπολύσων τῆς παρούσης ἀπορίας. Ed γε ἐποίησας, ἣν δ᾽ ἐγώ. Char. 

24. Harmon.1. Plat.Lys.204a ἡδέως ἄν σοι μεταδιδοῖμεν. Καλῶς, ἣν δ᾽ ἐγὼ, 

ποιοῦντες. Similarly Soph.Aj.94 καλῶς ἔλεξας, I thank thee for thy 

kind words, 

10-87. οἴδατε τὸ γενόμενον ῥῆμα Kab ὅλης τῆς ᾿Ιουδαίας ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ 
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τῆς Γαλιλαίας. The construction is inextricably tangled, and therefore 

Blass looks upon ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας as an interpolation from 

Lk 23-5 διδάσκων καθὅλης τῆς Ἰουδαίας καὶ ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας. 

That we have before us an interpolation is evident, but the question 

is as to where it has been intruded, whether in the Acts or in Luke. 

I think that in Luke, because the clause there should run διδάσκων 

καθ᾽ ὅλης τῆς Ἰουδαίας ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τῆς Γαλιλαίας, namely without the 
conjunctive, its addition being explicable if it introduces a marginal 

comment; and on the other hand, if in our passage ἀρξάμενος ἀπὸ τῆς 

Γαλιλαίας be transferred after Ἱερουσαλὴμ of V. 39 ἡμεῖς μάρτυρες πάν- 

των ὧν ἐποίησεν ἔν τε TH χώρᾳ τῶν Ἰουδαίων καὶ ἐν Ἱερουσαλὴμ, all would 

run smoothly and logically, and moreover the two passages would then 

coincide. 

10-38. Ἰησοῦν τὸν ἀπὸ Ναζαρέτ. These words, being connected with 

τὸ γενόμενον ῥῆμα of the preceding verse, should have had the form 

περὶ Ἰησοῦ τοῦ ἀπὸ Ναζαρέτ; but the Evangelist had them in his 
mind as an object to ἤγειρε of v. 40 τοῦτον ὃ θεὸς ἤγειρε, where they 

are repeated as τοῦτον. 

ὡς ἔχρισεν αὐτόν. The same as ὃν ἔχρισεν ; see my notes on Jn 1-16 

and Rom.8-29, where I refer to Mk 14-72 τὸ ῥῆμα ὡς (= ὅτι) εἶπεν. 
Lk 22-61 τοῦ λόγου ὡς εἶπεν. Acts 7-44 ἡ σκηνὴ καθὼς διετάξατο ποιῆσαι 

αὐτὴν (καθὼς αὐτὴν = ἦν). 
διῆλθεν. Probably διῆγεν. See note on 8-4. 

12-2. ἀνεῖλε δὲ ᾿Ιάκωβον τὸν ἀδελφὸν ᾿Ιωάννου μαχαίρᾳ. Spurious. A 

marginal note by a fanatic who took the present opportunity to hold 

up Herod to execration as pushing his iniquities to the point of 

having James, John’s brother, beheaded. If this James was executed 

at all, which is exceedingly doubtful, it was not at this precise 

moment, for James, to whom Peter refers at v. 17, is John’s brother, 

and not the Lord’s brother as is generally assumed from a desire to 

reconcile the statement in this verse with that of v.17. It is highly 

improbable that Peter would have wished to communicate with the 

Lord’s brother who so far had been a sort of persona muta, and not with 

the son of Zebedee who from the beginning was his coworker in the 

apostolic history. In Gal.1-19 τὸν ἀδελφὸν τοῦ κυρίου must be equally 

spurious, because he is represented as an apostle whereas he was not. 
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12-12, συνιδὼν δὲ ἦλθεν εἰς τὴν οἰκίαν Μαρίας. It is supposed that 

συνιδὼν reiterates the foregoing νῦν οἶδα ἀληθῶς, on which supposition 

its object can only be the same as that of οἶδα, i.e. ὅτι ἐξαπέστειλε κύριος 

τὸν ἄγγελον αὐτοῦ Kai ἐξείλετό με ἐκ χειρὸς Ἡρώδου. But why should 

the consequence of such a thought have been to move Peter to betake 

himself to the house of Mary? My opinion is that συνιδὼν is corrupt ; 

what we should have expected is a word denoting at once or eagerly 

or rapidly. Accordingly Hammond conjectured σπεύδων ; but the ori- 

ginal word was rather συντείνων, hurrying. Sophocles registers four 

examples from Dionysios of Halicarnassos, Philo, and Plutarch. Add 

Philostr, Apoll.2-33 ἐχώρουν συντείνων. 4-17 ἀνήει ξυντείνας. 6-5 ἀνδρὶ 

ἀλύοντι μᾶλλον ἢ ξυντείνοντι. Polyb.5-47-4 σύντονος πορεία. Eur.Bac. 

1091 σύντονα δρομήματα. Wetstein and Meyer marshal a number of 

instances where συνιδὼν is met with. Naturally it must often occur, 

but the point is as to its business here; the explanations given are 

surmises for which there does not exist the slightest support in the text. 

12-20. πείσαντες Βλάστον. Having paid or bribed. Cf. Xen.Mem.3-11- 

1 γυναικὸς οὔσης ἐν τῇ πόλει καλῆς Kal οἵας συνεῖναι τῷ πείθοντι. Liddell 

and Scott refer to this passage and Lys.110-13. Xen.An.1-3-9, as well 

as to Arist.Vesp. ἀναπεπεισμένος. The English version hawing made 
Blastos their friend is unwarranted. 

12-23, ἐπάταξεν αὐτὸν ἄγγελος κυρίου ἀνθ᾽ ὧν οὐκ ἔδωκε δόξαν τῷ θεῷ. 
Interpreters have misunderstood this passage to mean that Herod 
was punished for not leaving to God alone the glory due to him but 
arrogating it to himself by acquiescing in the impious flattery of the 
Tyrians. But δοῦναι δόξαν τῷ θεῷ simply means to pray to God, cf. 
1Kings 6-5 δώσετε τῷ κυρίῳ δόξαν ὅπως κουφίσῃ τὴν χεῖρα αὐτοῦ ap ὑμῶν 
καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν θεῶν (read υἱῶν) ὑμῶν, etc. And the prayer often is for 
forgiveness; cf. Jn 9-24 (see my note) δὸς δόξαν τῷ θεῷ, ἡμεῖς οἴδαμεν 
ὅτι ὃ ἄνθρωπος οὗτος ἁμαρτωλός ἐστιν, pray to God that thou be for- 
given, for this man with whom thou hast come in contact is, as we 
know, a sinner. Apoc.16-9 οὐ μετενόησαν δοῦναι δόξαν τῷ θεῷ, they did 
not repent so as to pray to God for forgiveness, 11-13 ἀπεκτάνθησαν 
ὀνόματα ἀνθρώπων χιλιάδες ἑπτὰ, καὶ of λοιποὶ ἔμφοβοι ἐγένοντο καὶ 
ἔδωκαν δόξαν τῷ θεῷ, they prayed to God for forgiveness. 1Esdr.9-7 
9 ΄ a a € , αν ὡς . ἠνομήσατε τοῦ προσθεῖναι ἁμαρτίας τῷ Ἰσραὴλ, καὶ νῦν δότε ὁμολογίαν 
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δόξαν τῷ θεῷ. In Josh.7-19, when a crime is brought home to Achar, 

Joshua tells him δὸς δόξαν σήμερον τῷ κυρίῳ, pray to-day to the Lord 

for forgiveness. So is it in this passage. What the Tyrians shouted 

was a blasphemy, and Herod was punished for not deprecating 

that blasphemy by praying to God for forgiveness. Such is the Greek 

feeling to this day, for the Greeks look upon a blasphemy as a sort 

of infectious sin, and on hearing one they often cross themselves 

and exclaim θεὸς φυλάξοι, that is to say, God save us from such a sin 

and forgive us. 

The above sentence having been misunderstood from ancient times 

to mean that the glory which was addressed to Herod should have 

been addressed to God has caused the addition of the article to δόξαν ; 

but most witnesses record simply δόξαν, and Tischendorf remarks 

‘dici solet δοῦναι δόξαν τῷ θεῷ, cf. Lk 17-18, Jn 9-24. Rom. 4-20, quorum 

locorum nullo lectio fluctuat,? but in spite of this just remark he 

adopts τὴν δόξαν in obedience to the combined authority of δὲ B, logic 

thus being sacrificed to a theory. My interpretation of course does not 

admit of the article. 

13-8. ξητῶν διαστρέψαι τὸν ἀνθύπατον ἀπὸ τῆς πίστεως. Valkenaer ἀπο- 

στρέψαι in accordance with 3-26 ἀποστρέφειν ἕκαστον ἀπὸ τῶν πονη- 
ριῶν. 

13-11. περιάγων ἐζήτει χειραγωγούς. If in order to walk after the 

loss of his eyesight Elymas needed assistants to lead him by the 

hand, he could not go about by himself. That is, however, what 

the text states. I thought at one time that perhaps not περιάγων but 

περιαλγῶν, in great distress, might be the original reading, the cor- 

ruption being the same as in XII Patr.Zab.6-5, where there is a 

variant συνάγων for συναλγῶν. I think now that Pauls curse affected 

Elymas in the manner of the following imprecations: Deut.28-28 

πατάξαι σε κύριος ἀορασίᾳ Kal ἔσει ψηλαφῶν μεσημβρίας ὡς εἴ τις 

ψηλαφήσαι τυφλὸς ἐν τῷ σκότει. Job 5-14 ἡμέρας συναντήσεται αὐτοῖς 

σκότος, τὸ δὲ μεσημβρινὸν ψηλαφήσαισαν ἴσα νυκτί. Isa.59-10 ψηλαφή- 

σουσιν ὡς τυφλοὶ τοῖχον. It is therefore much more likely that the 

original word was a synonym of ψηλαφῶν, and that if so it must be 

περιψαύων, groping round. Compare Hesychius v. ψαλάσσει “ψηλαφᾷ, 

ψαύει. Also Hom, 6195 καί κ' ἀλαὸς διακρίνειε σῆμα ἀμφαφάων, groping 

K 
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round; see Coraes,"Araxra vol.4 p.398. Probably Elymas’s episode was 

suggested by the imprecations just quoted; see my note on 27-19. 

13-12. ἐκπλησσόμενος ἐπὶ τῇ διδαχῇ τοῦ κυρίου. What caused Sergius 

amazement was the miracle that had just been wrought, and miracles 

did not ensue through διδαχῇ but δυνάμει. 

13-15. λόγος παρακλήσεως. A word of instruction. See my note on 

Lk 3-18. 
13-18. ὡς τεσσαρακονταετῆ χρόνον. 1.6. ἕως τεσσαρακοστὸν ἔτος, until 

the fortieth year. For ὡς = ἕως (as in MGk) cf. Mk 4-27 μηκύνεται ὡς 

ἐκάθευδεν (Mss οὐκ οἶδεν). In 2-23 ὡς δὲ ἦν ἐν Ἱεροσολύμοις. 12-35 περι- 

πατεῖτε ὡς τὸ φῶς ἔχετε. 86 ὡς τὸ φῶς ἔχετε πιστεύετε. 

13-23. ἤγαγε τῷ ᾿Ισραὴλ σωτῆρα. The combination ἄγω σωτῆρα is 

unheard of, nor is it logical. A variant, however, ἤγειρε, well sup- 

ported, is the verb suitable at this place as demonstrated by v. 22 

ἤγειρε τὸν Δαβὶδ εἰς βασιλέα and other passages. But theory in this 

case has again prevailed over logic and the usage of language. A 

similar corruption at 14-2, where D exhibits ἐπήγαγον for ἐπήγειραν. 

Cf. chiefly 5-30 ὁ θεὸς τῶν πατέρων ἡμῶν ἤγειρεν Ἰησοῦν, which is 

virtually a reproduction of our passage. Cf. also Mt 24-11 ψευδοπρο- 

φῆται ἐγερθήσονται. 

13-27, τοῦτον ἀγνοήσαντες καὶ τὰς φωνὰς τῶν προφητῶν τὰς κατὰ πᾶν 

σάββατον ἀναγινωσκομένας κρίναντες ἐπλήρωσαν. That there is something 

amiss in this passage it is evident. As usual, several well-meant 

attempts have been made at obviating the impossibility of the con- 

struction ; but fruitlessly. I think the reading originally was τοῦτον, 

ἀγνοήσαντες τὰς φωνὰς τῶν προφητῶν Tas κατὰ πᾶν σάββατον ἀναγινω- 

σκομένας, κρίναντες ἐφήλωσαν, him they, having failed to fathom the 

voices of the prophets though read every sabbath, brought to judgement 

and nailed up, crucified. Cf. 2-36 τοῦτον τὸν Ἰησοῦν ὃν ὑμεῖς ἐσταυρώ- 

cate. 4-10 Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ τοῦ Ναζωραίου ὃν ὑμεῖς ἐσταυρώσατε. Herod. 

9-120 σανίδι (Mss σανίδα) προσπασσαλεύσαντες. 

13-28. μηδεμίαν αἰτίαν θανάτου εὑρόντες ἠτήσαντο Πιλάτον ἀναιρεθῆναι 

αὐτόν. It is untrue that the elders found no fault in Jesus such as 

would render him liable to capital punishment; on the contrary, all 

along that is what they had been intent upon proving. It was Pilate 

who found no cause for condemnation, as Luke tells us in 23-4 6 δὲ 
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Πιλάτος εἶπε πρὸς τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ τοὺς ὄχλους Οὐδὲν εὑρίσκω αἴτιον ἐν 
τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ τούτῳ. I emend therefore εὑρόντος, i.e. τοῦ Πιλάτου. In 
pedantically strict grammar we should have εὑρόντα in agreement 
with Πιλάτον ; but cf. 4-1 λαλούντων αὐτῶν πρὸς τὸν λαὸν ἐπέστησαν 
αὐτοῖς. Thuc.4-41-4 πολλάκις φοιτώντων αὐτοὺς ἀπράκτους ἀπέπεμπον. 
Heracl.4 κακοὶ μάρτυρες ἀνθρώποισιν ὀφθαλμοὶ καὶ ὦτα βαρβάρους ψυχὰς 
ἐχόντων. Aeneas,10-22 γενομένου αὐτοῦ ἐν τῇ Ἱμέρᾳ, πέμψας ἐκέλευσεν 
αὐτὸν περιμένειν, etc. 

13-40. θαυμάσατε καὶ ἀφανίσθητε. From Habac.1-5 θαυμάσατε θαυμά- 

ova καὶ ἀφανίσθητε. Therefore ἀφανίσθητε is right here; but probably it 
is wrong in the LXX, where perhaps the genuine reading is φωτίσθητε 
or ἐνωτίσθητε. 

13-42f. ᾿Εξιόντων δὲ αὐτῶν παρεκάλουν εἰς τὸ μεταξὺ σάββατον λαληθῆναι 

αὐτοῖς τὰ ῥήματα ταῦτα. Λυθείσης δὲ τῆς συναγωγῆς ἠκολούθησαν πολλοὶ 

τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων καὶ τῶν σεβομένων προσηλύτων τῷ Παύλῳ καὶ τῷ Βαρνάβᾳ, 

οἵτινες προσλαλοῦντες αὐτοῖς ἔπειθον αὐτοὺς προσμένειν τῇ χάριτι τοῦ θεοῦ. 

These verses are highly suspicious. If, as they state, a great number of 

Jews were converted, Paul ought to have felt elated at the extraordi- 

nary success of his preaching, whereas in the subsequent verses we see 

him in a highly indignant mood against the Jews as a body, to the 

extent that he shakes off at them the dust of his feet. Besides in vv. 45 

and 50 it is all the Jews without exception that appear as his oppo- 
nents and persecutors. 

μεταξύ. Preferably ἑξῆς as in Ὁ and other Mss. Cf. v.44 τῷ δὲ ἐρχομένῳ 
σαββάτῳ. 

14-1, ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν Ἰἰκονίῳ κατὰ τὸ αὐτὸ εἰσελθεῖν αὐτοὺς εἰς τὴν συναγω- 

γήν. The English versions follow the Vulgate sémul and render κατὰ τὸ 

αὐτὸ by together. But Blass ‘ recte Gigas similiter (K. Schmidt), pessime 

vulg. simul,’ comparing Lk 17-30 κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ and Acts 17-2 κατὰ τὸ 

εἰωθὸς τῷ Παύλῳ. The latter passage runs as follows: εἰς Θεσσαλονίκην 

ὅπου ἣν συναγωγὴ τῶν Ἰουδαίων, κατὰ δὲ τὸ εἰωθὸς τῷ Παύλῳ εἰσῆλθε πρὸς 

αὐτοὺς, and its similarity with the passage under comment is un- 

mistakable. Cf. also Herod.4-155 κατὰ ταὐτὰ ἐθέσπιζέ of καὶ πρότερον. 

14-27. ἐποίησεν per αὐτῶν. The same as ἐποίησεν αὐτοῖς. See my note 

on 9-39. 

15-10. τί πειράζετε τὸν θεὸν ἐπιθεῖναι ζυγὸν ἐπὶ τὸν τράχηλον τῶν 
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μαθητῶν, ὃν οὔτε of πατέρες ἡμῶν οὔτε ἡμεῖς ἰσχύσαμεν βαστάσαι; An 

anachronism similar to that of Jn 7-19 οὐ Μωσῆς ἔδωκεν ὑμῖν τὸν 

Νόμον ; Καὶ οὐδεὶς ἐξ ὑμῶν ποιεῖ τὸν Νόμον, where I have commented as 

follows : ‘It was in later times, when the controversy with regard to 

circumcision was raging and the Jews were insisting upon conformity 

to the Mosaic Law, that the argument was devised of the Jews them- 

selves not conforming to the Law, inasmuch as by the destruction of 

Jerusalem they could no longer continue the prescribed sacrifices which 

according to the Law should be performed exclusively there.’ 

15-14. ὃ θεὸς ἐπεσκέψατο λαβεῖν ἐξ ἐθνῶν λαὸν τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ. 1.6. 

λαβεῖν ἑαυτῷ λαὸν ἐξ ἐθνῶν, to take to himself, to adopt, a people out of 

the nations or heathen. Cf. Deut.4-34 ἐπείρασεν 6 θεὸς εἰσελθὼν λαβεῖν 

ἑαυτῷ ἔθνος. For τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ = ἑαυτῷ see my note on Lk 4-36. 

15-16. μετὰ ταῦτα ἀναστρέψω καὶ ἀνοικοδομήσω τὴν σκηνὴν Δαβὶδ τὴν 

πεπτωκυῖαν,͵ καὶ τὰ κατεστραμμένα αὐτῆς ἀνοικοδομήσω καὶ ἀνορθώσω αὐτὴν, 

ὅπως ἂν ἐκζητήσωσιν οἱ κατάλοιποι τῶν ἀνθρώπων τὸν κύριον καὶ πάντα τὰ 

ἔθνη ἐφ᾽ obs ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾽ αὐτούς. Out of this quotation 

the only essential part is ὅπως ἂν ἐκζητήσωσιν οἱ κατάλοιποι τῶν ἀνθρώ- 

πὼν τὸν κύριον καὶ πάντα τὰ ἔθνη ἐφ᾽ ods ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου ἐπ᾽ 

αὐτούς. It was a frequent practice of quoting a whole passage as it was 

popularly quoted as a proverb, though only a part of it was applicable 

to the idea which it was intended to illustrate. See my note on Rom. 

4-7 and 8, where I have referred as other instances of this practice to 

Rom.8-36. 9-9. 9-17. 1Cor.3-16. And I have explained at Rom.3-4 that 

even the essential words have to be understood not in the exact original 
form but so modified as to fit the idea of the author, as at Rom.15-3. 

1Cor.1-31. 1Pet.2-7. XII Patr.Sim.6-2, etc. In our passage the words 

ἐφ᾽ οὺς ἐπικέκληται τὸ ὄνομά μου must be understood in the form ἐφ᾽ οὺς 

ἐπικληθήσεται τὸ ὄνομά μου. In early Christian works this peculiarity, 

one might say this eccentricity, was much abused, probably in imita- 

tion of the style of Jewish doctors, 

15-29. εὖ πράξετε. We shall be indebted to you; see my note on 10-33. 

16-17. ἔκραζε λέγουσα Οὗτοι ot ἄνθρωποι δοῦλοι τοῦ θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου 

εἰσὶν, ot καταγγέλλουσιν ἡμῖν ὁδὸν σωτηρίας. The damsel, trusting that 

by an intervention of Paul and his companions she would obtain her 

deliverance from the evil spirit that was tormenting her, follows them 
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persistently. (κατακολουθοῦσα), exalting them as ministers of the very 

highest God, men who promised to save or heal mankind. In the end 

Paul yields to her importunity in the same way as in Mk 7-29 Jesus did 

when he was beseeched by a widow to cure her demoniacal daughter. 

17-11. εὐγενέστεροι. Better conducted. The reverse in 2Mac,12-14 

dvaywydrepov ἐχρῶντο τοῖς περὶ τὸν ᾿Ιούδαν. 

17-18. ξένων δαιμονίων δοκεῖ καταγγελεὺς εἶναι. A reminiscence of the 

history of Socrates; see my note on Lk 1-1. 

17-20. ti ἂν θέλοι ταῦτα εἶναι. A reading strongly supported by both 

Greek witnesses aud Latin versions, the sense of which is what might 

these things mean ; cf. v. 18 τί ἂν θέλοι and my note on Jn 18-38, where 

Ihave adduced numerous examples showing that εἶναι = to mean. This 

was the reading formerly followed, but new theories have now dispos- 

sessed it in favour of τίνα θέλει ταῦτα εἶναι, by which the graphic repre- 

sentation of the puzzle in the minds of the inquirers is obliterated. 

17-22. "Ανδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι, κατὰ πάντα ὡς δεισιδαιμονεστέρους ὑμᾶς θεωρῶ. 

Luke re-echoes the fame of the Athenians, who owing to the great crowd 

of statuary in their city were renowned as a people foremost in piety. 

Their fame is also referred to in Josep.Ap.2-11 τοὺς δὲ (Αθηναίους) 

εὐσεβεστάτους τῶν Ἑλλήνων ἅπαντες λέγουσιν. Paus.1-17-1 τούτοις δὲ 

(τοῖς ᾿Αθηναίοις) οὐ τὰ εἰς φιλανθρωπίαν μόνον καθέστηκεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ θεοὺς 

εὐσεβοῦσιν ἄλλων πλέον" καὶ γὰρ Αἰδοῦς σφισι βωμός ἐστι καὶ Φήμης καὶ 

Ὁρμῆς (read Ὀμφῆς). Philostr.Apoll.6-3 ᾿Αθήνησιν, οὗ καὶ ἀγνώστων δαι- 

μόνων βωμοὶ ἵδρυνται. Lycurg.Leocr.15 εὖ ἴστε, ὦ ᾿Αθηναῖοι, ὅτι πλεῖστον 

διαφέρετε τῶν ἄλλων ἀνθρώπων τῷ πρὸς τοὺς θεοὺς εὐσεβῶς ἔχειν. 

δεισιδαιμονεστέρους. ‘There was subtlety on the part of St Paul in 

addressing the Athenians not θεοσεβεστέρους, which he would have 

considered was only applicable to worshippers of the one true God, but 

δεισιδαιμονεστέρους. Such an address must have sounded to them as a 

compliment, since in their language θεοὶ and δαίμονες were practically 

synonymous terms, whilst on the other hand it expressed Paul’s con- 

tempt of their idolatry, for to him δεισιδαίμονες could only mean 

worshippers of demons. 

17-23. ἀναθεωρῶν τὰ σεβάσματα ὑμῶν εὗρον καὶ βωμὸν ἐν ᾧ ἐπεγέγραπτο 

᾿Αγνώστῳ θεῷ. Was this suggested by Philostr.Apoll.6-3 ᾿Αθήνησιν οὗ 

καὶ ἀγνώστων δαιμόνων βωμοὶ ἵδρυνται ὃ 
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17-26. ἐποίησέ τε ἐξ ἑνὸς πᾶν ἔθνος ἀνθρώπων κατοικεῖν ἐπὶ παντὸς 

προσώπου τῆς γῆς. Surely the import intended cannot have been to say 

that God made every nation dwell on all the face of the earth as the 

text reads, but that God from one progenitor created every nation that 

dwells on all the face of the earth. We have therefore to emend κατοικοῦν ; 

ef. Josh.24-18 πάντα τὰ ἔθνη τὰ κατοικοῦντα THY γῆν, etc. 

ὁρίσας προστεταγμένους καιροὺς καὶ τὰς ὁροθεσίας τῆς κατοικίας αὐτῶν 

ζητεῖν τὸν θεόν. A passage grievously corrupt. For (1) after saying that 

God appointed periodical seasons the text should proceed to enumerate 

some of the benefits accruing from this periodicity, such for instance 

as those mentioned in 14-17 οὐρανόθεν ἡμῖν ὑετοὺς διδοὺς Kal καιροὺς 

καρποφόρους, ἐμπιπλῶν τροφῆς καὶ εὐφροσύνης Tas καρδίας ἡμῶν ; and (2) 

ζητεῖν τὸν θεὸν is in the air. The original I have no doubt has suffered 

an extensive lacuna. Also perhaps some reader, having misunderstood 

καιροὺς to mean times and not seasons and fancying that the point 

pressed was that God fixed the present time as the limit for repentance 

in accordance with v. 30 τοὺς χρόνους τῆς ἀγνοίας ὑπεριδὼν ὃ θεὸς τανῦν 

παραγγέλλει τοῖς ἀνθρώποις μετανοεῖν, has inserted καὶ τὰς ὁροθεσίας τῆς 

κατοικίας αὐτῶν in imitation of Wisd.12-20 τοὺς χρόνους καὶ τόπον δι᾿ ὧν 

ἀπαλλαγῶσι τῆς κακίας. Or these words may have been suggested by 

Isa.45-18 ὁ θεὸς 6 καταδείξας τὴν γῆν καὶ ποιήσας αὐτὴν, αὐτὸς διώρισεν 

(compare épicas) αὐτήν᾽ οὐκ εἰς κενὸν ἐποίησεν αὐτὴν ἀλλὰ κατοικεῖσθαι 

ἔπλασεν αὐτήν. 

προστεταγμένους καιρούς, Neither προστεταγμένους nor the variant 

προτεταγμένους are suitable, the prepositions of both the participles 

being superfluous after épicas. The other variant τεταγμένους καιροὺς, 

stated seasons, is preferable by far. 

18-2. προσῆλθεν αὐτοῖς, kat διὰ τὸ ὁμότεχνον εἶναι ἔμενε map αὐτοῖς. 

Naber correctly ὁμότεχνος. 

18-5. ὡς δὲ κατῆλθον ἀπὸ τῆς Μακεδονίας & τε Σίλας καὶ ὁ Τιμόθεος, 

συνείχετο τῷ λόγῳ 6 Παῦλος. What happened was this, that Silas and 

Timothy came down from Macedonia bringing the collections secured 

there, those referred to in 2Cor.8-2ff. This timely succour enabled Paul 

to dispense with his craft, at which he was previously obliged to work, 

and he was thus freed to devote himself assiduously to his preaching. 

This assiduous application to the preaching is aptly expressed by 
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συνείχετο τῷ λόγῳ, for συνέχομαί τινι in one of its significations (cf. 

Prov.5-20 μηδὲ συνέχου ἀγκάλαις τῆς μὴ ἰδίας) means exactly the same 

as προσέχομαί τινι, Cf, συγκολλῶ and προσκολλῶ; and προσέχεσθαι = to 

adhere to, cf. Arist.Vesp.105 προσεχόμενος τῷ κίονι (Blaydes τῇ κιγκλίδι). 

Plut.1095 τὸ γράδιον ὥσπερ λεπὰς τῷ μειρακίῳ προσίσχεται, Where Schol. 

προσίσχεται = προσκολλᾶται. In fact, συνείχετο τῷ λόγῳ is not essentially 

different to εἴχετο τοῦ λόγου, except that by the addition of σὺν the 

object had to be in the dative. 

τῷ λόγῳ. To the preaching. Cf. 14-12 ὃ ἡγούμενος τοῦ λόγου, the leader 

in the preaching. 20-2 παρακαλέσας αὐτοὺς λόγῳ πολλῷ. Lk 10-39 παρα- 

καθεσθεῖσα παρὰ τοὺς πόδας τοῦ κυρίου ἤκουε τὸν λόγον αὐτοῦ, etc. 

18-18. κειράμενος τὴν κεφαλὴν ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς, εἶχε γὰρ εὐχήν. Is this 

a misunderstanding on the part of St Luke, who probably was not 

quite clear upon the Jewish customs, or is it an interpolation? Because, 

so far as I know, the rite of shaving of a Nazirite could only be 

performed in the temple at Jerusalem. 

18-25. ἐδίδασκεν ἀκριβῶς τὰ περὶ τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ. If, as we are informed 

in the following verse, Priscilla and Aquila took Apollos aside to teach 

him more accurate (ἀκριβέστερον) Christianity, it is obvious that his 

knowledge of the matter was inexact. We must therefore read dva- 

κριβῶς (Sherlock οὐκ ἀκριβῶς), the negative having been missed owing 

to the antecedent [ἐδίδασκ Jev. An identical error in 24-22, where we 

find ἀκριβέστερον instead of ἀνακριβέστερον. Respecting the frequent 

loss of negatives see my notes on Rom.1-19 and Jn 5-46. 

19-2. εἰ πνεῦμα ἅγιον ἐλάβετε πιστεύσαντες. If you received holy spirit 

when you became πιστοὶ, that is, when you were baptized. In my note 

on Rom.13-11 I commented “ὅτε ἐπιστεύσαμεν. Practically =at the time 

of our baptism, for it was by the baptism that men became Christians 

or believers. So in Acts 19-2 πιστεύσαντες is an equivalent of βαπτι- 

σθέντες, as the following ἐβαπτίσθητε shows.’ 

19-14. ἦσαν δέ τινος Σκευᾶ, ᾿Ιουδαίου ἀρχιερέως, ἑπτὰ υἱοὶ τοῦτο (exor- 

cisms) ποιοῦντες. Of course it is out of the question that a high priest 

of Jerusalem and his sons, who were Sadducees swollen with pride, 

would have demeaned themselves so low as to roam about as exorcists 

and make a living in so disreputable a manner ; nor do I believe that 

even a provincial chief priest could have so disgraced himself. But 
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the priestly class practised medicine, most frequently applying occult 

methods (see Encyclopaedia Biblica v. Medicine, p. 3006), and as a 

matter of course exorcisms; it is possible therefore that the original 

lection was not ἀρχιερέως but ἀρχιάτρου ἱερέως. 

19-16. κατακυριεύσας ἀμφοτέρων ἴσχυσε κατ’ αὐτῶν. This is the same 

as κατακυριεύσας ἀμφοτέρων κατεκυρίευσεν αὐτῶν. One of the two verbs 

must be wrong. 

ἀμφοτέρων. I.e. of the father and the sons. 

ἴσχυσε κατ᾽ αὐτῶν. Cf. Dan.(LXX) 8-8 ὁ τράγος τῶν αἰγῶν κατίσχυσε 

σφόδρα. 

19-21. εἰπὼν ὅτι μετὰ τὸ γενέσθαι με ἐκεῖ δεῖ με καὶ Ρώμην ἰδεῖν, 

Probably spurious. 

19-28. μεγάλη ἡ “Aptepis ᾿Εφεσίων. This apparently was the usual 

way of cheering. Cf. Heliod.8-9 ὑπὸ χαρᾶς ἐκβοῆσαι καὶ μεγάλους τοὺς 

θεοὺς ἐπικαλεῖσθαι. 8-15 θεούς τε μεγάλους καὶ δίκην ἀνακαλοῦντες. Wet- 

stein also compares Aristid. p. 292 ἐβόων δὴ ἐν τῷ ὀνείρατι ὡς ἂν ὕπαρ 

τε καὶ ἐπ᾿ ὀνείρατι τετελεσμένῳ, Μέγας ὃ ᾿Ασκληπιός. 295 τὸ πολυύμνητον 
τοῦτο βοώντων Μέγας ὁ ̓ Ασκληπιός. 

20-9. καθεζόμενος δέ τις νεανίας ὀνόματι Εὔτυχος ἐπὶ τῆς θυρίδος, κατε- 

χόμενος ὕπνῳ βαρεῖ διαλεγομένου τοῦ Παύλου ἐπὶ πλεῖον (who was being 

overcome by heavy sleep in consequence of Pauls protracted discourse), 

κατενεχθεὶς ἀπὸ τοῦ ὕπνου ἔπεσεν ἀπὸ τοῦ τριστέγου κάτω καὶ ἤρθη νεκρός. 

Καταβὰς δὲ ὁ Παῦλος ἐπέπεσεν αὐτῷ καὶ συμπεριλαβὼν εἶπε. Paul's object 

was to bring the youth back to life; and it was believed that to effect 

such revivals it was necessary not merely to fall upon the dead person 

but to breathe into him. Cf. Jez.37-9 ἐμφύσησον cis τοὺς νεκροὺς καὶ 

ζησάτωσαν. In 3Kings 17-21 Elija ἐνεφύσησε τῷ παιδαρίῳ when he 

brought him back to life. In 4Kings 4-34 ἀνέβη (Ἐλισαϊος) καὶ ἐκοιμήθη 

(lay) ἐπὶ τὸ παιδάριον καὶ ἔθηκε τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ τὸ στόμα αὐτοῦ it is 

not expressly stated that Elisha breathed into the child, but this is 

implied in the saying that he placed his mouth upon the child’s mouth. 

Similarly Evang. Infant. Arab.43 locum in quo vipera eum momorderat 

afflavit, quo facto extemplo sanatus est. The belief in revival by breathing 

must have originated in Gen.2-7 ἐνεφύσησεν cis τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτοῦ 

πνοὴν ζωῆς. Thus the original reading I suspect was not ἐπέπεσεν but 

ἐνέπνευσεν, Which is a synonym of ἐνεφύσησεν; cf. Wisd.15-11 τὸν 
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ἐμπνεύσαντα αὐτῷ ψυχὴν ἐνεργοῦσαν καὶ ἐμφυσήσαντα πνεῦμα ζωτικόν. 
Nor do I feel much confidence in συμπεριλαβών ; probably once it was 

συμπεριβαλὼν, having covered him with a cloak, of which verb Sophocles 

records one example, the preposition having the same force as in 

συγκαλύπτω. Both errors probably induced by Gen.33-4 περιλαβὼν 
αὐτὸν προσέπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸν τράχηλον αὐτοῦ. 

κατεχόμενος ὕπνῳ βαρεῖ. This is the reading of Ὁ. Cf. Heliod.5-2 ὕπνῳ 

καὶ ταῦτα βαθεῖ κατεσχημένον. 6-14 ὕπνῳ κατείχετο. Philostr.Apoll.2-7 

κατεσχημένοις τῷ οἴνῳ. 2-36 μέθῃ κατεσχημένους. All other Mss give 

καταφερόμενος ὕπνῳ βαθεῖ, which is quite as good; cf. Act.Thom.109 

εἰς ὕπνον κατηνέχθην βαθύν. Heliod.5-1 εἰς ὕπνον καταφέρει. 5-2 ὑπηνέχθη 

τῷ ὕπνῳ. Philostr.Apoll.1-5 εἰς ὕπνον ἀπήχθη (no doubt ὑπήχθη). But 

the reading of D seems to me preferable, because ὕπνος βαθὺς can only 

apply to a person who was already fast asleep, and not to one who 

was gradually being overcome by sleep, and this must have been 

Eutychus’s condition as he sat in the window. 

κατενεχθεὶς ἀπὸ τοῦ ὕπνου, Having been borne down by the sleep. The 

rendering being borne down is not quite exact. A few Mss omit these 

words (see Soden), probably because the amanuensis thought them 

superfluous after καταφερόμενος ὕπνῳ. 

20-13. οὕτω yap ἦν διατεταγμένος. For so had he made his arrange- 

ments. The participle is reflexive = διατεταχὼς ἑαυτῷ. 

20-26. διότι. A variant διό. The same variant at Rom.3-20. 1Thes. 

2-18. 3-1 (only in B). 1 Pet.2-6, and elsewhere. Perhaps διὸ is preferable 

every where. 

καθαρός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος πάντων. The context shows plainly that 

Paul was not protesting that he had tried his best to safeguard his 

disciples from punishment in this world, but from the consequences in 

the next of their perhaps disregarding his preaching. The amanuensis 

was carried away by his recollection of the familiar phrase in Mt 27-24 

ἀθῷός εἰμι ἀπὸ τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ δικαίου τούτου, and unconsciously tran- 

scribed αἵματος instead of κρίματος. 
20-35. πάντα ὑπέδειξα ὑμῖν. I have always shewed you. Expositors 

have misunderstood πάντα as meaning all things; it means always, 

ever, as in MGk, see Vlakhos. Cf. 1Cor.11-2. 13-7 (opposed to the fol- 

lowing οὐδέποτε). XII Patr.Iss.3-8. Philos.8-2-12. Orig.Cels.3-57 πάντα 

L 
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εἰς ἐκεῖνον ἀφορῶντας. Achil.Tat.3-11 πάντα σιγῶσαν. 5-13-3. HerP.3Vis. 

6 πάντα ἐπερώτας, where the old Latin version correctly gives semper, 

Lucian, Asin, 22 ἡ δὲ παῖς οὔτε ἐμφαγεῖν τι ἤθελεν οὔτε πιεῖν, ἀλλὰ 

πάντα ἔκλαεν. ibid. τί γὰρ ἡμῖν δοκεῖ τρέφειν τὸν ὄνον τοῦτον πάντα κατα; 

πίπτοντα; Descens.Inf.6-2 peromnia = διὰ πάντα, for ever. Also ἅπαντα; 

cf. Achil.Tat.7-16-4. Also classically, as in Arist.Nub.1381 αἰσθανόμε- 

vés σου πάντα τραυλίζοντος ὅ τι vooins, Hyperid.Lyc.16. But the word, 

owing to its being rather demotic, was often changed into πάντοτε; 

so in 1Cor.11-2, where P πάντοτε. 2Cor.7.14. HermP.Mand.10-3, 

where likewise a variant πάντοτε. In HermP.1Vis.2 the Mss give 

πάντοτε γελῶν, but the old Latin version is omnia ridens translating 

πάντα literally. In Lucian.54 and Clem.Hom.11-13 it is corrupted into 

τὰ πάντα. In Eph.1-23 the chief Mss likewise read τὰ πάντα, but a few 

minuscules have preserved the correct lection πάντα. It stands for 

πάντα τὸν χρόνον ; cf. Dem.1445. Hyperid.Lyc.16 διατρίβων ἐν τῇ πόλει 

τὸν ἅπαντα χρόνον. Herod.8-100 ἦν ταῦτα τὸν πάντα μεταξὺ χρόνον γενό- 

μενα (read γενόμενον). 9-106 φρουρέοντες τὸν πάντα χρόνον. Xen.Mem. 

1-4-16 ἐξαπατωμένους τὸν πάντα χρόνον. 2-1-33 τὸν ἀεὶ χρόνον ὑμνούμενοι. 

Philostr.Apoll.7-24 παρθένον οὖσαν τὸν ἀεὶ χρόνον. Just.222c. Paus. 

2-6-1 πάντα τὸν χρόνον διατελέσασιν. Similarly μικρὸν and μικρὸν χρό- 

νον ; οἵ, Jn 7-33. 13-33. Also ἀκαρῇ in Arist.Nub.496. Most of these 

examples cited in my note on Rom.8-28. 

20-37. ἐπιπεσόντες ἐπὶ τὸν τράχηλον τοῦ Παύλου κατεφίλουν αὐτόν. 

From Gen.33-4 περιλαβὼν αὐτὸν προσέπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸν τράχηλον αὐτοῦ καὶ 

κατεφίλησεν αὐτόν. 

21-3. ἀναφάναντες δὲ τὴν Κύπρον καὶ καταλιπόντες αὐτὴν εὐώνυμον. 

Read ἀποφήναντες : cf. Philostr.Apoll.1-20 τὴν δὴ τῶν ποταμῶν μέσην ὃ 

Τίγρης ἀποφαίνει καὶ 6 Eippdrys, which shows that ἀποφαίνω is ἃ syno- 

nym of ἀπείργω in the sense of Herod.7-43 ἐν ἀριστερῇ ἀπέργων Ῥοίτειον 

πόλιν. 

21-13. τί ποιεῖτε κλαίοντες ; What is the good of weeping ? I have 

illustrated this force of ποιεῖν in my note on Jn 11-47, quoting 1Cor. 

15-29 réroujoovow οἱ βαπτιζόμενοι (read βασανιζόμενοι) ὑπὲρ τῶν νεκρῶν; 

what is the good of toiling so hard for the sake of men who are dead 

for good and all? I added there that the phrase τί ποιοῦμεν Survives 

exactly in MGk in the form τί κάνουμε (= κάμνομεν = ποιοῦμεν) and 



ΧΧῚ THE ACTS 75 

that it implies a negative, ie. there is no sense in the way we are 

acting. 

21-23. εἰσὶν ἡμῖν ἄνδρες τέσσαρες εὐχὴν ἔχοντες ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτῶν' τούτους 

παραλαβὼν ἁγνίσθητι σὺν αὐτοῖς καὶ δαπάνησον ἐπ᾿ αὐτοῖς. From Numb. 

θ-14}}, where the details of the purification of Nazirites are recounted, 

we can see that the expenses of the prescribed rites were very heavy, 

and poor applicants would be unequal to meeting them. For a certain 

class of rites it was permissible for the priests to grant a reduction in 

favour of the poor; cf. Lev.27-8 ἐὰν δὲ ταπεινὸς ἢ τῇ τιμῇ (if he be too 
poor compared with the first estimate made as to how much he should 

pay), στήσεται ἐναντίον τοῦ ἱερέως καὶ τιμήσεται αὐτὸν ὃ ἱερεύς᾽ καθάπερ 

ἰσχύει ἡ χεὶρ τοῦ εὐξαμένου τιμήσεται αὐτὸν ὁ ἱερεύς. But in the above- 

quoted chapter from Numbers no such reduction is mentioned, and 

presumably the costs of the purification of Nazirites came within that 

rule which fixed costs absolutely and allowed no reduction ; cf. Exod. 

30-15 6 πλουτῶν οὐ προσθήσει καὶ 6 πενόμενος οὐκ ἐλαττονήσει. If so, 

the only way out in the case of impecunious Nazirites was for 

charitable persons of means to come forward and guarantee payment 

in their behalf, This is what Paul was asked to do. 

ἁγνίσθητι σὺν αὐτοῖς. I have some difficulty in understanding this. 

If Paul was to be purified jointly with the four Nazirites by the same 

purification as they, as the text certainly means, he must have been 

under a vow himself; but such a vow on his part is recorded nowhere ; 

the one mentioned at 18-18 is not applicable. 

21-26. ἁγνισθεὶς εἰσήει εἰς τὸ ἱερὸν διαγγέλλων Thy ἐκπλήρωσιν τῶν 

ἡμερῶν τοῦ ἁγνισμοῦ, As ἁγνισθεὶς and ἁγνισμοῦ stand so close together, 

they are apt to be misunderstood as referring to the same kind of 

ἁγνισμὸς, whereas the former of course denotes the ordinary ἁγνισμὸς 

which every worshipper about to enter the temple had to go through 

and the latter the special purification of the Nazirites. 

διαγγέλλων Thy ἐκπλήρωσιν τῶν ἡμερῶν τοῦ ἁγνισμοῦ ἕως οὗ προσηνέχθη 

ὑπὲρ ἑνὸς ἑκάστου αὐτῶν ἡ προσφορά, Expositors in striving to invest the 

words with some sort of plausible sense have strained their sense to 

the utmost. They can only mean announcing the fulfilment of the days 

of the purification until such time as the offering for every one of them 

will have been offered or completed, and it is readily seen that such 

L2 
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a sentence is incoherent. What Paul undertook to do and what we 

should have expected him to declare is that he was ready to defray, 

or stand guarantee for, the costs of the purification in behalf of himself 

and each one of his companions. I read therefore πλήρωσιν for ἐκπλήρω- 

ow and δαπανῶν (cf. v. 24 δαπάνησον) for ἡμερῶν, i.e. announcing the 

payment against the expenses of the purification until such time as the 

offering in behalf of every one of them will have been offered. In this way, 

it seems to me, the stress also laid upon ὑπὲρ ἑνὸς ἑκάστου αὐτῶν is 

intelligible, Paul emphasizing that he would pay for each and all of 

his poor companions. The corruption came about probably through 

the mind of the transcriber being familiar with such current phrases 

as Lk 2-22 ὅτε ἐπλήσθησαν αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ καθαρισμοῦ. Tob.8-20 ἐὰν μὴ 

πληρωθῶσιν αἱ ἡμέραι τοῦ γάμου. Ezek.5-2 κατὰ τὴν πλήρωσιν τῶν ἡμερῶν 

τοῦ συγκλεισμοῦ. Dan.10-3 ἕως πληρώσεως τριῶν ἑβδομάδων ἡμερῶν. 

1Mac.3-49 τοὺς Ναζιραίους of ἐπλήρωσαν τὰς ἡμέρας. Numb.6-13 οὗτος 

ὁ νόμος τοῦ εὐξαμένου" ἢ ἂν ἡμέρᾳ πληρώσῃ ἡμέρας εὐχῆς. 

πλήρωσιν. Payment. Sophocles registers one example οὗ πλήρωσις in 

this sense and two of πληρωτὴς = payer. Herwerden, Lexicon Graecum 

Suppletorium ‘ πληροῦν, (pecuniam) reddere. IGSI 956.’ Add Philostr. 

Apoll.6-2 ἐράνου πλήρωσιν = subscription to a club (Conybeare). In MGk 

πληρώνω, πληρωμὴ, πληρωτὴς are current and specific terms for to pay, 

payment, payer. 

ἕως οὗ προσηνέχθη. Until the προσφορὰ will have been offered. Alford 

aptly refers to Plato, Gorg.506 ἡδέως ἂν διελεγόμην ἕως ἀπέδωκα. Crat. 

396 οὐκ ἂν ἐπαυόμην ἕως ἀπεπειράθην. Add Eur.Bac.359 μέμηνας ἤδη καὶ 

πρὶν ἐξέστης φρενῶν (Badham’s ἐξεστὼς unnecessary). Perhaps also 

Apoc.10-7 ὅταν μέλλῃ σαλπίζειν καὶ ἐτελέσθη τὸ μυστήριον, when he 

will sound and the mystery will have been fulfilled (contrary to my 

note at that place). 

21-34 to 22-22. I distrust all this part. It is strange that the 

chiliarch should have allowed Paul to address the frenzied crowd and 

thus add fuel to the flames ; and stranger still that the crowd should 

be willing even for a moment to listen to him.* But Luke cannot be 

* When addressed by adverse speakers, even such a comparatively unim- 
passioned body as the House of Commons cannot refrain from uproarious 
scenes. 
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responsible for this paradox. The fact of the words ἐκέλευσεν ἄγεσθαι 

αὐτὸν eis τὴν παρεμβολὴν being repeated in v. 24 points to an inter- 

polator; in my notes on Jn 11-5 and 18-16 to 27 I have shown that 

such repetitions are a feature in interpolations. 

21-35. βαστάζεσθαι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τῶν στρατιωτῶν. The Vulgate, followed 

by the English version, ut portaretur a militibus. The correct transla- 

tion is that he was held of the soldiers. Such is the meaning of βαστῶ 

in MGK, as also of κρατῶ, which is a synonym; so Vlakhos v. βαστῶ 

‘Bl. καὶ κρατῶ ( =see also κρατῶ). This synonymity was already in 

force during Hellenistic times, so that βαστάζεσθαι here may be com- 

pared with 3-11 κρατοῦντος αὐτοῦ τὸν Πέτρον. Apoc.2-1 6 κρατῶν τοὺς 
ἑπτὰ ἀστέρας ἐν τῇ δεξιᾷ, ete. 

22-3, πεπαιδευμένος κατὰ ἀκρίβειαν τοῦ πατρῴου νόμου. Hemsterhuis 

very plausibly τὸν πατρῷον νόμον. 

22-5. ὡς καὶ ὁ ἀρχιερεὺς μαρτυρεῖ μοι. D μαρτυρήσει, which is the only 

apposite reading, for Paul could not say that the chief priest was 

then bearing witness, but that he would do so if appealed to. 

22-15. ὅτι ἔσῃ μάρτυς αὐτῷ-- ᾧ ἔσῃ μάρτυς. See my notes on 10-38. 

Jn 1-16. Rom.8-29. 

22-20. ὅτε ἐξεχεῖτο τὸ αἷμα Στεφάνου τοῦ μάρτυρός σου, καὶ αὐτὸς ἤμην 

ἐφεστώς. The English version adds also, giving καὶ an intensive or 

additive force ; but it is only the superfluous idiomatic expletive so 

often encountered in apodoses. Cf. Lk 2-21 ὅτε ἐπλήσθησαν ἡμέραι ὀκτὼ 

τοῦ περιτεμεῖν αὐτὸν, Kal ἐκλήθη τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ Ἰησοῦς. 2-27 ἐν τῷ 

εἰσαγαγεῖν καὶ αὐτὸς ἐδέξατο, etc. So is it in MGk when the temporal 

particle is μόλις ; Vlakhos v. μόλις ἐμόλις ἔφθασε καὶ ἀνεχώρησε, ἃ peine 

arrivé il repartit.. The Vulgate correctly cum funderetur sanguis 

Stephani testis tui, ego astabam. 
22-23. ῥιπτούντων τὰ ἱμάτια Kal κονιορτὸν βαλλόντων εἰς τὸν ἀέρα. 

Apparently done by way οὗ imprecation. Cf. Nehem.5-13 τὴν ἀναβολήν 

μου ἐξετίναξα καὶ εἶπον Οὕτως ἐκτινάξαι 6 θεὸς πάντα ἄνδρα ὃς οὐ στήσει 

τὸν λόγον τοῦτον. Exod.9-10 ἔλαβε τὴν αἰθάλην καὶ ἔπασεν αὐτὴν Μωυσῆς 

εἰς τὸν οὐρανὸν καὶ ἐγένετο ἕλκη. 
22-25. ὡς δὲ προέτειναν αὐτὸν τοῖς ἱμᾶσιν, εἶπε πρὸς τὸν ἑστῶτα ἑκα- 

τόνταρχον ὃ Παῦλος εἰ ἄνθρωπον 'Ρωμαῖον καὶ ἀκατάκριτον ἔξεστιν ὑμῖν 

μαστίζειν. Cf, Oxyr.Pap.1186 τὸ τὴν διὰ τῶν ἱμάντων αἰκείαν ὑπομένειν 
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ἐστὶν μὲν καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν δουλικὴν τύχην εἰληχότων ἀνιαρὸν, οὐ μὴν κατὰ τὸ 

παντελὲς ἀπηγορευμένον, ἐλευθέρους δὲ ἄνδρας τοιαύτην ὕβρειν ὑπομένειν 

οὔτε τοῖς νόμοις ἀκόλουθον ἀδικείαν τε ἔχον ἐστίν. 

προέτειναν. Bentley ‘an παρέτειναν ὃ’ 

22-30 to 23-10 (and perhaps to 23-11). An accretion by an unskilful 

hand, which was suggested by the episode described in Jn 18-19 ff, 

when Jesus was ill-treated for daring to answer the chief priest. For 

(1) As Blass justly remarks ‘si facinus erat vincire civem Romanum, 

conveniebat ut tribunus re cognita non postridie sed statim vinctum 

solveret.’ (2) Paul was dragged before the Court with the object of his 

conduct being investigated, and naturally he was expected to defend 

himself; and he could not start his defence more mildly, so that there 

was no cause for his being treated so ignominiously. (3) That he should 

have called the President τοῖχε κεκονιαμένε is unthinkable ; this insult 

is a reminiscence of that addressed to the Pharisees in Mt 23-27 

Φαρισαῖοι ὑποκριταὶ, ὅτι παρομοιάζετε τάφοις κεκονιαμένοις. (4) It is im- 

possible that Paul should not recognize the chief priest; his must 

have been a familiar figure to every citizen of Jerusalem, nor could a 

man versed in the law as Paul was be unaware of the fact that the 

Court would be presided over by that dignitary. (5) By his answer in 

23-5 οὐκ ἤδειν, ἀδελφοὶ, ὅτι ἐστὶν ἀρχιερεὺς Paul is represented as in 

a subdued mood, whereas in v.6 by ἔκραζεν he all at once assumes 

a riotous boldness. (6) That the Pharisees, Paul’s avowed persecutors, 

seconded his defence instead of taking advantage of his peril to doom 

him is out of the question, (7) The words οὐδὲν κακὸν εὑρίσκομεν ἐν τῷ 

ἀνθρώπῳ τούτῳ are a plagiarism of Pilate’s answer in Lk 23-14 οὐδὲν 

εὗρον ἐν τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ τούτῳ αἴτιον. 

The fraud is carried on in 23-26 ff τὸν ἄνδρα τοῦτον συλληφθέντα ὑπὸ 

τῶν Ἰουδαίων καὶ μέλλοντα ἀναιρεῖσθαι ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν, ἐπιστὰς σὺν τῷ στρατεύ- 

ματι ἐξειλόμην μαθὼν ὅτι Ρωμαῖος ἐστί. Βουλόμενός τε ἐπιγνῶναι τὴν 

αἰτίαν δίἣν ἐνεκάλουν αὐτῷ κατήγαγον αὐτὸν εἰς τὸ συνέδριον αὐτῶν. Ὃν 

ebpov ἐγκαλούμενον περὶ ζητημάτων τοῦ νόμου αὐτῶν, μηδὲν δὲ ἄξιον 

θανάτου ἢ δεσμῶν ἔγκλημα ἔχοντα. Μηνυθείσης δέ μοι ἐπιβουλῆς εἰς τὸν 

ἄνδρα ἔσεσθαι, ἐξ αὐτῆς ἔπεμψα πρός σε. Here the words βουλόμενός τε to 

ἔγκλημα ἔχοντα must be supposititious, if such are vv. 22-30 to 23-10. 

‘The sentence ὃν εὗρον ἐγκαλούμενον περὶ ζητημάτων τοῦ νόμου αὐτῶν is 
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an evident suggestion from Gallio’s answer in 18-15 εἰ δὲ ζητήματά 

ἐστι περὶ λόγου καὶ ὀνομάτων καὶ νόμου Tod καθ᾿ ὑμᾶς ὄψεσθε αὐτοί. 

Lastly, ἐπιστὰς σὺν τῷ στρατεύματι must refer to 21-32 παραλαβὼν 

στρατιώτας καὶ ἑκατοντάρχους. Therefore the following words μαθὼν ὅτι 

“Ῥωμαῖός ἐστι are not in their original position, for the fact that Paul 

was a Roman citizen became known after the chiliarch went down 

with his troops; their proper place is after ἔπεμψα πρός σε, where 

they would explain that Paul being a Roman citizen was sent away 

from Jerusalem in order to be saved from the fury of the mob. 

23-15. ἐμφανίσατε τῷ χιλιάρχῳ σὺν τῷ συνεδρίῳ, ὅπως καταγάγῃ αὐτὸν 

εἰς ὑμᾶς. Paul was in custody in the Roman camp, where the Sanhe- 

drim had no jurisdiction. Therefore σὺν τῷ συνεδρίῳ is not in its 

proper place; it should follow τοῖς ἀρχιερεῦσι καὶ τοῖς πρεσβυτέροις of 

v.14, Cf. 22-30 τοὺς ἀρχιερεῖς καὶ πᾶν τὸ συνέδριον. Mk 14-55 οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς 

καὶ ὅλον τὸ συνέδριον. 15-1 οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων καὶ γραμ- 

ματέων καὶ ὅλον τὸ συνέδριον. 

23-25. ἐπιστολὴν ἔχουσαν τὸν τύπον τοῦτον, Markland τὸν τρόπον, 

referring to 1Mac.15-2 (ἐπιστολαὶ) περιέχουσαι τὸν τρόπον τοῦτον. But 

cf. from Liddell and Scott Plat.Rep.414a ὡς ἐν τύπῳ, μὴ δι᾿ ἀκριβείας, 

εἰρῆσθαι. Legg.718c εἰπεῖν οἷόν τινι τύπῳ, etc. On the contrary, it is 

more likely that τύπον should be substituted for τρόπον in 1Mac.15-2. 

24-2. πολλῆς εἰρήνης «TA. St Luke pokes fun at the sophists of his 

day, mimicking their turgid oratory. 

24-3. πάντῃ Te καὶ πανταχοῦ ἀποδεχόμεθα. An object to ἀποδεχόμεθα 

seems indispensable. Probably πάντα τε καὶ πανταχῆ, everything and in 

all ways. The meaning of πανταχοῦ must be in all places, as the 

English version gives; but what have the places to do here? 

24-11. δυναμένου σου ἐπιγνῶναι. Read δεόμενός σου ἐπιγνῶναι. Cf. 26-4 

δέομαι μακροθύμως ἀκοῦσαί μου. 

24-18. οὐδὲ παραστῆσαι δύνανταί σοι περὶ ὧν νῦν κατηγοροῦσί μου. 

Supply μάρτυρας. Liddell and Scott “μάρτυρας παρίστανται Isae.47. 39, 

etc.; also παραστήσασθαί twa, to produce him as witness, Id.75. 27, 

Dem.915. 12, ete.’ 
24-14. κατὰ τὴν ὁδὸν ἣν λέγουσιν αἵρεσιν οὕτω λατρεύω. If the a is 

sound, the subject of λέγουσιν must be impersonal, i.e. ὁ λαὸς or some- 

thing similar. But Paul at that time was not concerned with the 



80 THE ACTS XXIV XXV 

general public; he was countering his accusers who were present and 

who had just (v. 5) called his faith αἵρεσιν τῶν Nalwpaiwy. I think 

therefore that instead of οὕτω we should read οὗτοι, Paul pointing at his 

accusers with his finger. 

πιστεύων πᾶσι τοῖς κατὰ τὸν νόμον καὶ τοῖς ἐν τοῖς προφήταις γεγραμ- 

μένοις. Believing all that is recorded in the Law and all that ts written 

in the Prophets. No connexion between τοῖς κατὰ τὸν νόμον (see my note 

on Lk 8-4) and τοῖς γεγραμμένοις. 
24-20. ἢ αὐτοὶ οὗτοι εἰπάτωσαν τί εὗρον ἀδίκημα στάντος μου ἐπὶ τοῦ 

συνεδρίου, ἢ περὶ μιᾶς ταύτης φωνῆς ἧς ἔκραξα ἐν αὐτοῖς ἑστὼς, ὅτι περὶ 

ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν ἐγὼ κρίνομαι σήμερον ἐφ᾽ ὑμῶν. A continuation of the 

interpolation begun at 21-34 and carried on in 22-30ff. It betrays the 

same lack of skill. It makes Paul beg the question, for his enemies 

did not attack his doctrine regarding resurrection but complained of 

his having introduced Gentiles into the temple. Probably this inter- 

polation has usurped the place of some sentence which completed the 

antecedent clause τινὲς δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς ᾿Ασίας Ἰουδαῖοι, ods ἔδει ἐπὶ σοῦ 

παρεῖναι καὶ κατηγορεῖν εἴ τι ἔχοιεν πρός με. 

24-22. 6 Φῆλιξ ἀκριβέστερον εἰδὼς τὰ περὶ τῆς ὁδοῦ. Felix as a Roman 

was imperfectly acquainted with the new faith, as Gallio was (18-14), 

and for that very reason he brought his wife, a Jewish lady able to 

understand and judge, to listen to Paul’s outpourings. Accordingly 

read ἀνακριβέστερον; in the same way we have corrected dvaxpiBas for 

ἀκριβῶς in 18-25. It is another case of the loss of the negative; see my 

note at that verse. 

ὁδοῦ. So did Confucius call his own system. 

24-25. διαλεγομένου δὲ αὐτοῦ (τοῦ Παύλου) περὶ δικαιοσύνης καὶ ἐγκρα- 

τείας καὶ τοῦ κρίματος τοῦ μέλλοντος, ἔμφοβος γενόμενος ὃ SHALE. Why 

should Felix have taken any fright? There was no reason, nor does 

his answer betray anything resembling alarm; on the contrary, he 

was out for a bribe (v. 26) in full security. Probably ἔμφοβος γενόμενος 

was intruded from a desire to represent Felix’s feelings as the same 

with those of Pilate as stated by Jn 19-8 ὅτε οὖν ἤκουσεν 6 Πιλάτος 

τοῦτον τὸν λόγον, μᾶλλον ἐφοβήθη. 

25-3. αἰτούμενοι χάριν κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ. A strange phrase, to explain and 

defend which even such a thorough scholar as Bloomfield is reduced 
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to saying that it is a brief form of expression for αἰτούμενοι χάριν ἐν 

δίκῃ τῇ κατ᾿ αὐτοῦ. But why presume such a roundabout locution when C 

and several other respectable documents provide παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ, which is 

exactly what the context calls for? But I presume the reason is that 

preference must be given to the more difficult reading, a theory which 

is perfectly reasonable on the whole, but the application of which can 

be overdone. The syntax αἰτεῖν τι παρά twos is very common. 

25-22. ἐβουλόμην καὶ αὐτὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἀκοῦσαι. 1.6. ἐβουλόμην ἄν. 

For the omission of ἂν, which is met with even in classical texts, see 

my notes on Rom.9-3 and Jn 7-28. 

25-25. κατελαβόμην μηδὲν ἄξιον θανάτου αὐτὸν πεπραχέναι, 1.6. οὐ 

κατελαβόμην τι ἄξιον θανάτου αὐτὸν πεπραχέναι. 

26-16. μάρτυρα ὧν τε εἶδες [με] ὧν τε ὀφθήσομαί σοι. Neither the version 

a witness both of those things which thou hast seen and of those things 

in the which I will appear unto thee, nor the version a witness of the 

things wherein thou hast seen me and of the things wherein 1 will appear 

unto thee, are justified by the text; in fact, even apart from the text 

both appear to me lame. I believe that ὧν εἶδες must indicate the 

marvels which Paul witnessed in the past and consequently that the 

subjoined words must indicate that marvels were to be wrought there- 

after ; if so, ὀφθήσομαι must be an error for ὀφθήσεται. I may add that 

St Luke seems to have forgotten the fact that Paul witnessed no other 

marvel prior to the apparition on his way to Damascus and for a 

moment to have imagined him as one of the Apostles. 

26-24. τὰ πολλά σε γράμματα εἰς μανίαν περιτρέπει. Read παρατρέτπει, 

ie. παραφρονεῖν σε ποιεῖ. Cf. Paus.4-4 παρετράπη ὃ ἸΤολυχάρης ἐκ τοῦ 

νοῦ. Similarly παραφέρω, παρασφάλλω, παραπλάξζω. In Hom.y 14 οἵ σέ 

περ ἔβλαψαν read οἵ σε παρέβλαψαν. 
The statement as to Paul being highly educated is discordant with 

2Cor.11-6, where Paul calls himself an ἰδιώτης τῷ λόγῳ. Cf. also 

1Cor.2-4 ὃ λόγος μου Kal τὸ κήρυγμά pov οὐκ ἐν πειθοῖς (?) σοφίας λόγοις. 

26-28. ἐν ὀλίγῳ με πείθεις χριστιανὸν ποιῆσαι. The AV almost thou 

persuadest me to be a Christian. That is the sense required, butthe words 

only yield the absurd meaning almost, or in a little, thou persuadest me to 

make a Christian. Read χριστιανίσαι, to adopt christianity. The RV with 

but little persuasion thou wouldest fain make me a Christian is fanciful. 
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27-7. μὴ προσεῶντος ἡμᾶς τοῦ ἀνέμου. Read μὴ πρόσω ἐῶντος (so also 

Markland), the wind not permitting us to steer ahead, Cf. 27-13 ἄσσον 

παρελέγοντο. Paus.5-5-5 οἱ ἄνεμοι ἐπέχουσι τοῦ πρόσω τὸ ὕδωρ. Herod. 

9-2 οὐδὲ ἔων ἰέναι ἑκαστέρω, ete. 

27-15. μὴ δυναμένου ἀντοφθαλμεῖν τῷ ἀνέμῳ, ἐπιδόντες ἐφερόμεθα. Cf. 

Lucian,1VH,6 ἐπιτρέψαντες οὖν τῷ πνεύματι καὶ παραδόντες ἑαυτοὺς 

ἐχειμαζόμεθα. See note on 27-19. 

27-17. ὑποζωννύντες τὸ πλοῖον. Qu. ἐπιζωννύντες. 

27-19. καὶ τῇ τρίτῃ ἡμέρᾳ αὐτόχειρες τὴν σκευὴν τοῦ πλοίου ἔρριψαν. 

From Jon.1-5 καὶ ἐκβολὴν ἐποιήσαντο τῶν σκευῶν τῶν ἐν τῷ πλοίῳ εἰς τὴν 

θάλασσαν τοῦ κουφισθῆναι ἀπ’ αὐτῶν. Were this passage written by 

Luke himself, what could we conclude else but that he was romancing? 

See my notes on 9-7. 10-14. 13-11. 17-18. 17-22. 27-15. 27-40. Possi- 

bly, however, the passage is spurious. 

27-21. πολλῆς τε ἀσιτίας ὑπαρχούσης. Blass ‘non sunt haec bene 

structa ; neque enim in oratione Pauli cibi capiendi mentio fit neque 

tore habet quo referatur.” Add that the point of food is taken up by 

Paul in his subsequent speech vv. 33ff. At this moment what he 

exhorted his fellow-passengers to was to be of good cheer; cf. 22 

τανῦν παραινῶ ὑμᾶς εὐθυμεῖν and 25 διὸ εὐθυμεῖτε. It follows that Luke 

described them as being in a state of discouragement, the original 
word being ἀθυμίας. So also Straatman. 

27-27. ὑπενόουν οἱ ναῦται προσάγειν τινὰ αὐτοῖς χώραν. I suggest προσ- 

αυγάζειν or προσαυγᾷν ; the meaning thus would be that the sailors 
dimly distinguished some land which was dawning in front and 
appeared to them as a sort of luminous speck in the darkness. With 
προσαυγάζειν χώραν compare 1Mac.6-39 τὰ ὄρη κατηύγαζεν. The Vulgate 
apparere seems to me to favour such a conjecture. It has been sought 
to defend the text by assuming an optical delusion on the part of the 
sailors ; but is it at all likely that Luke in a matter-of-fact description 
would have expressed an approach to land in the form of a delusion? 
The English version the shipmen deemed that they drew near to some 
country presupposes τινὶ αὐτοὺς χώρᾳ, an excellent reading. 

27-33. προσδοκῶντες ἄσιτοι. No doubt προσκαρτεροῦντες ἄσιτοι, 
patiently going without nourishment. Cf. Xen.CP.2-3-13 πρὸς λιμὸν καὶ 
πρὸς δίψος καὶ πρὸς ῥῖγος καρτερεῖν. Plut.Mor.987e πρὸς δίψαν ἐγκαρτερή- 
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σαντα. 4Mac.14-9 πάσχοντες ἐνεκαρτέρουν. In view of the context, 

προσδοκῶντες Without an object means nothing. 

27-40. κατεῖχον εἰς τὸν αἰγιαλόν" περιπεσόντες δὲ εἰς τόπον διθάλασσον 

ἐπέκειλαν τὴν ναῦν, καὶ ἡ μὲν πρώρα ἐρείσασα ἔμεινεν ἀσάλευτος, ἡ δὲ 

πρύμνα ἐλύετο ὑπὸ τῆς Bias’ 44 καὶ οὕτως ἐγένετο πάντας διασωθῆναι ἐπὶ 

τὴν γῆν. There is a curious similarity between this description and 

that of Lucian,652 πρός twa ἠϊόνα μαλακὴν ἀπευθύνοντα τὴν ναῦν, οἷ 

προσενεχθεῖσα ἔμελλεν αὐτὴ μὲν ἠρέμα καὶ κατὰ σχολὴν διαλυθήσεσθαι, 

αὐτοὶ δὲ ἀσφαλῶς ἀποβήσεσθαι χάριτι (οἷ. ν. 24 κεχάρισταί σοι ὃ θεὸς 

πάντας τοὺς πλέοντας) καὶ εὐμενείᾳ τοῦ θεοῦ. See my note on 27-19. 

διθάλασσον. Where two seas met. Such a detail, however, is of no 

importance—except perhaps as satisfying the curiosity of geographers 

—and it is not apparent why it should have been mentioned. But 

περιπεσόντες Shows the author’s idea to have been that the ship by ill 

luck went upon a bad spot, and the word therefore required is one 

indicative of such a spot. An old Latin translates vadosum. This 

would meet the context, for it would account for the ship having 

run aground; but I cannot discover which Greek word it represents 

Qu. λιποθάλασσον ; cf. Aurdyews. 

28-3. φρυγάνων. Paspati translates of brushwood in accordance with 

MGk usage as against of sticks of the English version. The mistaken 

acceptation of sticks has led to a further inaccuracy in rendering 

συστρέψαντος by when Paul had gathered instead of when Paul had 

rolled together. 

28-6. προσεδόκων αὐτὸν μέλλειν (?) πίμπρασθαι ἢ καταπίπτειν ἄφνω 

γεκρόν, If the barbarians expected Paul to swell, they must have 

expected him to die also; surely he could not swell and live. Read 

καὶ καταπίπτειν; and so the Vulgate evistimabant ewm in tumorem 

convertendum et subito casurum et mori. See my note on 1-18. 
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St Joun’s Gospet differs from the Synoptics in two 

special features. The first is a uniformly homely diction, 

reproducing in thirty-one instances demotic Modern 

Greek ; whereas the Synoptical language is tainted in the 

case of St Mark and St Matthew with the inconsistencies 

inherent in all compilations, and in the case of St Luke 

with would-be classicisms and Septuagint peculiarities. 

Its second feature is an acquaintance with some historical 

facts, as is indicated in my comments on 38-25. 10-7. 

12-15. 14-2. 17-15, 18-8. 18-10. 18-15, 19-24. 19-34. 20-2. 

21-20. 

These Notes will be followed soon, I hope, by others 

dealing with St Luke and the Acts. 



Nobis et ratio et res ipsa centum codicibus potiores sunt. 
BENTLEY 

La critique ne connait pas de textes infaillibles; son premier 

principe est d’admettre dans le texte qu’elle étudie Ja possibilité 

d@une erreur. RENAN 



ST JOHN 

1-1. ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν θεόν. Whe word abode near, or by the side, 

of God. Practically the same as 1-18 ὃ μονογενὴς vids ὁ ὧν els τὸν 

κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς and Rom.8-34 ὃς ἔστιν ἐν δεξιᾷ τοῦ πατρός. For 

πρὸς With accusative = by the side of cf. Acts 5-10 ἔθαψαν (αὐτὴν) πρὸς 
τὸν ἄνδρα αὐτῆς. Also 4 Kings 10-15 ἀνεβίβασεν αὐτὸν πρὸς αὐτὸν ἐπὶ 
τὸ ἅρμα, etc. 

1-4. ἦν τὸ φῶς τῶν ἀνθρώπων, καὶ τὸ φῶς ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ φαίνει καὶ ἡ 

σκοτία αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν. That Christ was the eternal light of man- 

kind formed of course the foundation of a Christian’s belief; and 

what could have prompted our Evangelist in addressing other 

Christians to affirm that darkness—the darkness of sin—did not 

overtake Christ, as if such an eventuality were conceivable? That is, 

however, what our text does by saying αὐτό. It was men who walked 

in the darkness of sin, and by his advent Christ enlightened them and 

prevented their being overwhelmed thereby. The correct reading is 

therefore not αὐτὸ, but αὐτοὺς, namely τοὺς ἀνθρώπους, as corroborated 

by 12-35 περιπατεῖτε ws τὸ φῶς ἔχετε iva μὴ σκοτία ὑμᾶς καταλάβῃ and 

12-46 φῶς εἰς τὸν κόσμον ἐλήλυθα ἵνα πᾶς ὃ πιστεύων εἰς ἐμὲ ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ 

μὴ μείνῃ. It is possible that 1Jn 1-5 ὁ θεὸς φῶς ἐστι καὶ σκοτία ἐν αὐτῷ 

οὐκ ἔστιν has been inspired by our passage, and that ἐν αὐτῷ represents 

αὐτό; but its absurdity is there eliminated to some extent by not saying 

ἡ σκοτία αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν, but σκοτία ἐν αὐτῷ οὐκ ἔστιν, which merely 

reaffirms that ὃ θεὸς φῶς ἐστιν. 
1-6. ἐγένετο ἄνθρωπος ἀπεσταλμένος παρὰ θεοῦ, ὄνομα αὐτῷ ᾿Ιωάννης. 

Burney looks upon this construction as an Aramaism. But Pernot has 

disproved this view by directing to Odys.I,366 Odris ἐμοί ye ὄνομα. 

Add Herod.1-179 ἔστι δὲ ἄλλη πόλις ἀπέχουσα ὀκτὼ ἡμερέων ὁδὸν ἀπὸ 

Βαβυλῶνος, *Is οὔνομα αὐτῇ. Ἔνθα ἔστι ποταμὸς οὐ μέγας, “Is καὶ τῷ 

ποταμῷ τὸ οὔνομα. 205 γυνὴ τῶν Μασσαγετέων βασίλεια, Τόμυρίς οἱ ἣν 

οὔνομα. Euseb. EH.2-23 τὸν ἀδελφὸν Ἰησοῦ, Ἰάκωβος ὄνομα αὐτῷ. 3-4 

B 
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᾿Αρεοπαγίτην ἐκεῖνον, Διονύσιος ὄνομα αὐτῷ. 4-11 ἄλλον τινὰ, Μάρκος 

αὐτῷ ὄνομα. The variant ᾧ ὄνομα αὐτῷ ᾿Ιωάννης is a more frequent 

construction, but here less probable. 

1-13. οἱ οὐκ ἐξ αἱμάτων, οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος σαρκὸς οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος 

ἀνδρὸς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ θεοῦ ἐγεννήθησαν. The statement that believers were ποῦ 

born in a carnal way is false, nor do I find such a peculiar theory 

advanced anywhere else in the Gospels; it was after they believed in, 

and by their baptism acknowledged, Jesus as the Messiah that men 

became God’s adopted children. The true position is represented by 

the variant és... ἐγεννήθη, by which in accordance with sense it is to 

Jesus alone that an immaculate birth is attributed. The relative ὃς 

refers to τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, which is a periphrastic equivalent of αὐτόν ; 

cf, 2-23 ἐπίστευσαν eis τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ = εἰς αὐτὸν, etc. 

ἐξ αἱμάτων. The plural instead of the singular as referring to a 

statement repeatedly mentioned. I have dealt with this idiom in my 

note on Rom.13-13. 

ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρός. Practically a repetition of ἐκ θελήματος σαρκός. 

But in Nativ.Mar.4-1 we have sine virili commixione virgo generabit, 

which possibly was borrowed from here. If so, its author must have 

found ἐκ μίγματος ἀνδρός. 
1-10. ὅτι---αὐτοῦ. Equal to the genitive of a relative pronoun. 

Charles, in the Greek Versions of the Testaments of the Twelve 

Patriarchs, p. lv, and Burney, in the Aramaic Origin of the Fourth 

Gospel, p. 76, misconceive this idiom as a Semitism, and assume it 

as one of the proofs of both these works being but translations from 

the Aramaic; itis a proof of no value. Pernot, in reviewing Burney’s 

book in the Revue des Etudes grecques, Janvier—Mars 1924, p, 128, 

writes very much to the point as follows: ‘Aprés tout ce qu’on 

a écrit sur la construction οὗ οὐκ εἰμὲ ἱκανὸς κύψας λῦσαι τὸν ἱμάντα 

τῶν ὑποδημάτων αὐτοῦ (ΜΚ 1-7), on est surpris de la voir encore 

qualifiée d’hébraisme. Le gr.mod. coincide ici d’une facgon frappante 

avec Vhébreu: ποῦ est l’équivalent de ascher; homme ἃ qui j’ai 

dit = Vhomme que (ascher ou ποῦ) je lui ai dit; la femme que 

(asher ou ποῦ) j’ai vu Venfant d’elle, etc. Ils’agit la d’un phénoméne 

linguistique bien connu, et courant en francais populaire par exemple 

(cf. Daudet, Lettres de mon moulin, Le Curé de Cucugnan: Les 
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gens de Cucugnan, que c'est moi qui suis leur prieur].’ This idiom is 

a legitimate one of the Greek language both in Hellenistic times and 

at present, and I have fully illustrated it myself in my note on 

Rom.8-29. I have explained there that ὅτι represents an indeclinable 

conjunction which replaces relative pronouns in all their forms. 

ἐλάβομεν χάριν ἀντὶ χάριτος. It is possible to render we have 

received grace in succession to (another) grace, and expositors have 

produced a sufficient number of instances in support. But χάρις 
must mean reprieve or redemption from sin, and it is against the 

whole Christian theory that anything before the advent of Christ 

redeemed us from sin. According to that theory men were in hope- 

less sin and doomed to condemnation and punishment, and Christ 

came to rescue them by substituting grace or reprieve for condemna- 

tion. Iread therefore ἐλάβομεν χάριν ἀντὶ κρίματος. For κρίμα = con- 

demnation see Dictionaries. 

1-21, ὃ προφήτης εἶ σύ; No doubt, as pointed out by previous 

critics, the prophet meant is the one predicted by Moses and referred 

to in the 18th chapter of Deuteronomy. In full it would be 6 προφήτης 

ὃ ἐρχόμενος εἰς τὸν κόσμον ; cf. 6-14. 
2-9. ὡς δὲ ἐγεύσατο ὁ ἀρχιτρίκλινος τὸ ὕδωρ οἶνον γεγενημένον καὶ οὐκ 

ἤδει πόθεν ἔστιν, of δὲ διάκονοι ἤδεισαν οἵ ἠντληκότες τὸ ὕδωρ. As the 

text stands it states that, although the ἀρχιτρίκλινος was at a loss to 

account for the presence of the good wine, the servants knew whence 

it came. If so, it is strange that they kept silent and left their chief 

in his bewilderment. An old translation, however, records et videntes 

factum mirabantur; this comports with the spirit of the passage, 

which is that everybody was puzzled, especially the servants who 

had actually just filled the vessels with water. Accordingly read 

ἠποροῦσαν for ἤδεισαν. The suffix -otcay as in Nehem.4-18 wxodo- 

μοῦσαν, etc. ; see Jannaris ὃ 789. Probably also in Mk 11-14 instead 

of ἤκουον of μαθηταὶ we should read ἠπόρουν οἱ μαθηταί. 

2-10. ἐλάσσω. Inferior. Commentators aptly compare Hebr.7-7 τὸ 

ἔλαττον ὑπὸ τοῦ κρείττονος εὐλογεῖται. In the same sense HermP. 30,15. 

7-6 τόπῳ πολὺ ἐλάττονι, badly interpreted in the old Latin version by 

minore. Cf. Wisd.9-5 ἐλάσσων ἐν συνέσει, etc. 

2-11, ταύτην ἐποίησεν ἀρχήν. A variant, which is strongly attested, 
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gives τὴν ἀρχήν. What does the article represent? It is probably 

ἃ remnant of πρώτην, the text originally reading πρώτην ἀρχήν. 

Such a reading is actually recorded in the old Latin versions as 

primum initium, and the Sinaiticus likewise adds πρώτην, though 

placed after Γαλιλαίας. And similarly Epiphanius (see Tischendorf) 

πρῶτον σημεῖον. This combination is preserved in MGk in the verb 

πρωταρχίζω, registered by Vlakhos. 

2-21. περὶ tod ναοῦ τοῦ σώματος αὐτοῦ. This is against normal 

usage, which would omit the first article; see Cobet, Var. Lect., 

pp. 164 and 532. The same peculiarity in 8-44 ἐκ τοῦ πατρὸς τοῦ δια- 

βόλου ἐστὲ, but a variant drops the article before πατρὸς, and Origen 

(see Tischendorf) remarks ‘ ἀμφίβολον εἴπερ εἴρητο τὸ πρότερον apOpov.’ 

2-23, πολλοὶ ἐπίστευσαν eis τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ θεωροῦντες αὐτοῦ τὰ 

σημεῖα ἃ emote.’ αὐτὸς δὲ ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς οὐκ ἐπίστευεν αὐτὸν (read with 

several Mss ἑαυτὸν) αὐτοῖς διὰ τὸ αὐτὸν γινώσκειν πάντας, καὶ ὅτι οὗ 

χρείαν εἶχεν ἵνα τις μαρτυρήσῃ περὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. The force of διὰ 

having been misunderstood has led to the corruption of the text. It 

is here a preposition of purpose. Sophocles v. διὰ § 6 “ διὰ τὸ with the 

infinitive = ἵνα with its appropriate mood. Jos. Ant.9-4-5, p. 482 

διὰ τὸ κοῦφοι πρὸς τὸ φεύγειν εἶναι = ἵνα dor. Epiph.1-956¢ διὰ τὸ εἶναι 

Ξε ἵνα 7. Apophth.292c διὰ τὸ εὐλογηθῆναί με = ἵνα εὐλογηθείην. 

Leont.Cypr.1741a διὰ τὸ κοιμᾶσθαι. Anast.Sin.709d. Mal.388 διὰ 

τὸ τοὺς ἀέρας φησὶν ἀλλάξαι, for a change of air, says he. Epiph. 

Antec.3-7-3, p. 580 διὰ τὸ πᾶσιν εἶναι πρόδηλον = iva εἴη. The last 

example is identical in sense with our διὰ τὸ γινώσκειν πάντας. This 
usage is also illustrated by Jannaris ὃ 1522. The context further 
demands ἐπίστου instead of ἐπίστευεν, cf. 2 Mac.7-24 δι ὅρκων ἐπίστου. 
The drift of the whole passage now is that many believed on Jesus on 
the strength of his miracles and urged him in his own interest to re- 
veal his divinity to the general public also by the performance of 
further miracles ; cf. 7-3 ὕπαγε εἰς τὴν Ἰουδαίαν ἵνα καὶ of μαθηταί σου (?) 
θεωρήσωσι τὰ ἔργα σου ἃ ποιεῖς. But he refused to comply and would 
not explicitly assert himself, for (καθότι) indeed he needed no one’s 
testimony and cared (see my note on Apoc. 3-1 7) not if none understood 
who he was. 

1 See also my note on Rom, 3-25. 
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2-25. καὶ ὅτι. Read καθότι, as emended by Holwerda. I had 

myself made the same guess independently, 

3-4. πῶς δύναται ἄνθρωπος γεννηθῆναι γέρων dv; So far as I am 

aware, no scholar has taken exception to γέρων ὦν ; but its absurdity 

ought to be clear. Jesus had just said that to see the kingdom of God, 

i.e. to secure communion with God, one must be reborn, the point 

insisted upon being a rebirth, meaning a spiritual birth. To this it 

is a rational answer on the part of Nicodemus, who did not under- 

stand the point of the spiritual birth, to ask: What dost thou mean 

by saying that a man must be born anew? how is that possible ὃ 

But as the text stands Nicodemus makes the mad retort that, so far 

as an old man is concerned, he cannot be born at all. The primitive 

reading, however, was not γέρων dv but ἄνωθεν. It is preserved in an 

old Latin version, which gives denuo (= ἄνωθεν, anew, cf. Gal.4-9 

πάλιν ἄνωθεν δουλεύειν θέλετε), and in the conflate reading of two 

Greek Mss, which give ἄνωθεν γέρων ὦν. 

3-5. ἐὰν μή τις γεννηθῇ ἐξ ὕδατος καὶ πνεύματος. A regeneration by 

water or baptism is beside the point here. Nicodemus was arguing 

concerning a material birth as though such a birth had been suggested, 

and Jesus corrects him by pointing out that he had not referred toa 

material but a spiritual birth. Had our Lord’s thought been that a 

regeneration by water was equally indispensable, he would have 

repeated it in v. 8 (where ἐκ τοῦ ὕδατος of some Mss is an evident 

intrusion). Baptism in course of time became a rite ofsuch supreme 

importance as a proof of conversion, that ὕδατος was interpolated 

here—as it also was in vv. 6 and 8—so that baptism might appear an 

injunction of the Lord ; see my note on 6-51. 
3-21. ποιῶν τὴν ἀλήθειαν. As explained in my note on 3-33 (see 

also on 14-17), ἀλήθεια is a synonym of δικαιοσύνη, ἁγιοσύνη, Tighteous- 

ness, holiness. So that ποιῶν τὴν ἀλήθειαν = ἐργάτης τῆς δικαιοσύνης 

= δίκαιος ἐργάτης ; the reverse of 8-34 ποιῶν τὴν ἁμαρτίαν and Lk 18- 

27 ἐργάται ἀδικίας. 
3-25. ἐγένετο οὖν ζήτησις ἐκ τῶν μαθητῶν ᾿Ιωάννου μετὰ ᾿Ιουδαίου. 

Bentley’s emendation μετὰ τῶν Ἰησοῦ is certain. This was one of the 

disputes so prevalent between rival Rabbinic schools. The point in 

dispute was as to which was the Prophet predicted (see my note on 
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1-21), who possessed the right to baptize and consequently to remit 

sins. The Baptist’s disciples had maintained that this was their 

master’s privilege, and they probably went so far as to claim in his 

favour Messiahship ; cf. v. 28, where the Baptist vehemently protests 

that all along he had been making it clear that he was not the Mes- 

siah, and this protest must have been in answer to the claim advanced 

by his disciples. Our Gospel by appealing to this, the Baptist’s own, 

testimony, as well as to that in 1-20 ὡμολόγησε καὶ οὐκ ἠρνήσατο, Kal 

ὡμολόγησεν ὅτι οὐκ εἰμὶ ἐγὼ 6 Χριστὸς, repudiates the pretentions of his 

school, and in 4-1 ἤκουσαν of Φαρισαῖοι ὅτι Ἰησοῦς πλείονας μαθητὰς 

ποιεῖ καὶ βαπτίζει ἢ Ιωάννης further supports its own version by 

pointing out that the public favoured Jesus in this matter; cf. also 

10-41 πολλοὶ ἦλθον πρὸς αὐτὸν (τὸν Ἰησοῦν) καὶ ἔλεγον ὅτι ᾿Ιωάννης μὲν 

σημεῖον ἐποίησεν οὐδὲν, πάντα δὲ ὅσα εἶπεν ᾿Ιωάννης περὶ τούτου (τοῦ Ἴη- 

σοῦ) ἀληθῆ ἦν, καὶ πολλοὶ ἐπίστευσαν εἰς αὐτόν. This version, being sup- 

ported with a certain amount of heat in 10-41 by ᾿Ιωάννης μὲν σημεῖον 

ἐποίησεν οὐδὲν, and still more emphatically in 1-20 by ὡμολόγησε καὶ 

οὐκ ἠρνήσατο, καὶ ὡμολόγησεν ὅτι οὐκ εἰμὶ ἐγὼ ὁ Χριστὸς, indicates that 

the altercation had not yet subsided by the time of the composition 

of this Gospel. That the two schools ran concurrently for some con- 

siderable time is proved by the case of Apollos, who, when according 

to Acts 18-24 ff. and 19-3 ff. he was at Ephesus and Corinth, referred 

to John’s baptism as if it were still practised. Their antagonism is 

passed over in silence by Luke in the Acts, but is probably disclosed 

in 1 Cor.1-12 ἕκαστος ὑμῶν λέγει ᾿Εγὼ μὲν εἰμὶ Παύλου, ἐγὼ δὲ ᾿Απολλώ. 

Our Evangelist in saying (in 4-22) that Jesus himself was not baptiz- 

ing confirms, as we should have expected, that our Lord himself kept 

aloof from these wrangles. 

The alteration of the text must have been effected when Christians 

came to absorb the Baptist as one of their saints and were loath to let 

it appear that there ever existed anything but cordial relations between 

him and Jesus; tothis points the Baptist’s exaltation in Mt 11-7 ff. 

The original change was μετὰ Ἰουδαίων, a reading which is very 

strongly attested, to the extent that Tischendorf says ‘ pari antiqui- 

tate praestat lectio Ἰουδαίων ;’ but I suppose the singular number was 

finally adopted from a desire to show that it was but a single casual 

individual who presumed to question the rights of Jesus, 
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καθαρισμοῦ. A synonym of baptism. 

3-29. ὁ ἑστηκὼς καὶ ἀκούων αὐτοῦ. Exactly as in MGk ποῦ (= ds) 
στέκει καὶ τὸν ἀκούει, Where στέκει does not denote that the listener is 

actually standing, but it is added to show that the listening is done 

attentively and patiently, i.e. without any sign of the listener with- 

drawing or even moving. 

3-31. 6 dv ἐκ τῆς γῆς ἐκ τῆς γῆς ἐστί, An extraordinary truism. But 

the Sinaiticus and Latin versions give ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς ἐστὶ, and this no 

doubt is the original reading, effecting a contrast between him who, 

originating from heaven and being spiritual, stands high above all and 

him who, originating from the earth and being γήϊνος or χοϊκὸς, lingers 

below upon the earth. The sentiments and utterances of this χοϊκὸς 

are conformably χοϊκά ; or terrena, as Tertullian interprets, his text 

further on probably giving τὰ τῆς γῆς λαλεῖ and not ἐκ τῆς γῆς λαλεῖ, 

3-33. ὃ λαβὼν αὐτοῦ τὴν μαρτυρίαν ἐσφράγισεν ὅτι ὃ θεὸς ἀληθὴς ἐστίν. 

This is surely absurd ; how could possibly a man be imagined whose 

endorsement is necessary to prove the righteousness of God? The text 

is corrupt, and we should read ἐσφράγισεν αὐτὸν ὃ θεὸς ὅτι ἀληθὴς 

ἐστίν. Jesus means that whoever does not repudiate him or his word 

receives God’s seal or affirmation that he is a righteous man. To the 

same effect in 6-27 Jesus says that whoever accepts his meat or gos- 

pel receives God’s seal or approval. Probablyit was the unusual syntax 

of 6 λαβὼν instead of τὸν λαβόντα that brought about the corruption. 

Such a syntax, however, is not uncommon ; cf. Apoc.3-126 νικῶν ποιήσω 

αὐτόν. 3-216 νικῶν δώσω αὐτῷ. 6-8 6 καθήμενος ἐπάνω αὐτοῦ ὄνομα αὐτῷ 

6 θάνατος. Lk 12-36 ἵνα ἐλθόντος ἀνοίξωσιν αὐτῷ, etc. 

3-33. ἀληθής. A synonym οὗ δίκαιος, ἅγιος, righteous, holy. In my 

note on Rom.3-7 I have stated “ἀλήθεια. From the context it is clear 

that ἀλήθεια is here employed in the same sense as δικαιοσύνην in v. 5. 

Apparently a Hebraism; cf. Ps.24-10 ἔλεος καὶ ἀλήθεια. See also my 

notes on 3-21. 14-17. 15-26. Cf. Lk16-11. Also 2 Kings 2-6 ποιῆσαι 

κύριος μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν ἔλεος καὶ ἀλήθειαν. Tob.13-6 ποιῆσαι ἐνώπιον αὐτοῦ 

(τοῦ κυρίου) ἀλήθειαν, ete.’ 
3-34. οὗ γὰρ ἐκ μέτρου δίδωσι τὸ πνεῦμα. For Christ, God’s messenger, 

does not mete out the Holy Spirit in short or bad measure, but in a 

measure στάθμιον καὶ δίκαιον (Prov.16-11) ; he receives God’s words, in 
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which the divine spirit is embodied, and retails them to mankind in 

their exact form. 

ἐκ μέτρου. 1. 6. ἐν κακομετρίᾳ;; cf. Oxyr. Pap. No. 1447. 

4-6. ἐκαθέζετο οὕτως ἐπὶ τῇ πηγῇ. Ὁ. 5. Jerram in the ‘Guardian ’ of 

2nd Sept. 1900 writes as follows: ‘As regards the sense of οὕτως in 

Mk 2-7, noted in your review of Pallis’s book, allow me to mention a 

similar use of the word in Jobn 4-6 ἐκαθέζετο οὕτως ἐπὶ τῇ πηγῇ» he sat 

thus or as he was (R.V. margin) at the well. The idea conveyed is that 

of an easy unrestrained attitude, such as a tired traveller might 

assume. This usage of ovrws is also classical: for instances see Lid- 

dell and Scott. In Latin sic is similarly used, especially in the phrase 

sic temere, as in Hor. Od.2-11-14. I think that in the account of St 

Paul’s shipwreck in the Acts, in the verse translated strake sail and 

so were driven, οὕτως might well be rendered at random. If so, this 

may serve as another instance of the same usage.’ Cf. also Lucian. 

Scyth.5 ὄψει γέροντα οὕτως δημοτικῶς ἐσταλμένον. Asin.20 διὰ τί οὕτω 

καθέζῃ καὶ οὐ παρασκευάζεις ἄριστον; The same usage obtains in MGk. 

πηγῇ. A well. So in MGk πηγάδι(ον). 

4-7. πιεῖν. Some of our earliest witnesses give πεῖν, a form adopted 

by Tischendorf, who shows from Herodianus its genuineness; it 

occurs also in Oxyr. Pap. No. 1353. It probably represents πιεῖν with 

the vowels in synizesis. 

4-11. οὔτε ἄντλημα ἔχεις καὶ τὸ φρέαρ ἐστὶ Badd: πόθεν οὖν ἔχεις τὸ 

ὕδωρ τὸ Lav; The emphasis falls upon τὸ ζῶν, the woman arguing that 

Jesus could not supply water so superior to that from the well, since 

that well and that water were given by the patriarch Jacob himself, 

a superior man to Jesus. But D and the Sinaiticus, as well as other 

witnesses, do not record οὖν, thus making the woman’s question a 

direct answer to the foregoing ἔδωκεν ἄν σοι ὕδωρ ζῶν. It would then 

appear that the words οὔτε ἄντλημα ἔχεις καὶ τὸ φρέαρ ἐστὶ βαθὺ were 

originally absent, When added, it is these words that are emphasized, 

and the emphasis is then quite pointless. 

4-35. ἔτι τετράμηνος ἔστι καὶ ὁ θερισμὸς ἔρχεται. Read ἄρτι for ἔτι. Now 

as the fourth month of the year (counting from springtime), and the har- 

vest therefore is at hand. No satisfactory sense can be elicited with ἔτι. 

4-36. ὁ θερίζων μισθὸν λαμβάνει. The reaper μισθοῦται (passively, 
see Liddell and Scott), takes up a job, is engaged to reap. 
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4-38. eis τὸν κόπον αὐτῶν εἰσεληλύθατε. Probably εἰς τὸν τόπον. You 
have taken, or usurped, their place, Cf. Acts 1-25 λαβεῖν τὸν τόπον τῆς 
διακονίας. 1 Cor.14-16 ἀναπληρῶν τὸν τόπον τοῦ ἰδιώτου. In Gal. 6-2 

ἀναπληρώσετε τὸν νόμον τοῦ Χριστοῦ read probably τὸν τόπον. 
4-44, αὐτὸς γὰρ ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς ἐμαρτύρησεν ὅτι προφήτης ἐν τῇ ἰδίᾳ πατρίδι 

τιμὴν οὐκ ἔχει. The difficulty ofthis passage has been noticed by both 

ancient and modern expositors, and several expedients have been 

resorted to in endeavouring to overcome it; all of them exceedingly 

far-fetched. The verse was originally a marginal comment meant to 

apply to v.42, The Samaritans believed in Christ, though least ex- 

pected to do so, and the commentator remarks that Jesus himself 

had already affirmed, as recorded in the Synoptics, that a prophet 

would not be received in his own country, implying that, if he were 

received anywhere, it would be among aliens, such as the Samaritans. 

Both αὐτὸς and ἐμαρτύρησεν add point to this explanation. 

5-2, ἔστι δὲ ἐν τοῖς “Ἱεροσολύμοις ἐπὶ τῇ προβατικῇ κολυμβήθρα, ἡ 

ἐπιλεγομένη “EBpatotl Βηθεσδὰ, πέντε στοὰς ἔχουσα. We should surely 

write with Theodore ἐπὶ τῇ προβατικῇ κολυμβήθρᾳ. Cf. Oxyr. Pap. 

No. 1151 6 θεὸς τῆς προβατικῆς κολυμβήθρας. Similarly Josep. men- 

tions κολυμβήθραν ὄφεων, στρουθίου, ἀμυγδάλου, etc. Βηθεσδὰ was not 

the name of the κολυμβήθρα, since it means a house of mercy. It must 

have been the name of a shed divided into five compartments, and the 

compartments having no walls in front, as is often the case in the East, 

would appear as porches. This name Βηθεσδὰ, owing to its ending in-a, 

was taken for a feminine noun; hence the dependent participle is in 

the feminine gender. The meaning is: Now in Jerusalem by the Bath of 

the Sheep there is what in Hebrew is called Βηθεσδὰ (i.e. a house of mercy 

which in Hebrew is called Bethesda),,and this house has five porches. 

5-3. κατέκειτο πλῆθος τῶν ἀσθενούντων, τυφλῶν, χωλῶν, ξηρῶν, ἐκδεχο- 

μένων τὴν τοῦ ὕδατος κίνησιν... ἄνθρωπον οὐκ ἔχω, ἵνα ὅταν ταραχθῇ τὸ 

ὕδωρ βάλῃ με εἰς τὴν κολυμβήθραν᾽ ἐν ᾧ δὲ ἔρχομαι ἐγὼ, ἄλλος πρὸ ἐμοῦ 

καταβαίνει. In this passage we have to deal with two corruptions. 

The first corruption is κίνησιν, a misreading of κένωσιν, pouring out. 

The afflicted were lying about in the shed waiting for fresh water to 

be poured out into the bath, for the water of the previous day, being 

contaminated by leprous and other diseased bathers, would be renewed 

c 
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every morning, Sophocles records several instances of xevow and κένωσις 

as applied to contents emptied or poured out. Cf. also Cant.1-3 μύρον 

ἐκκενωθὲν ὄνομά cov. This is an analogous usage to that of the English 

verb to empty. The second corruption is ταραχθῇ, a misreading of 

παραχυθῇ. Cf. Herod.4-75 ai γυναῖκες ὕδωρ παραχέουσαι (for the purpose 

of bathing). In Oxyr. Pap. No. 1499 occurs the noun παραχύτης, mean- 

ing an attendant at the public baths, as Grenfell and Hunt explain, 

and another instance is recorded in Liddell and Scott from Athenaeus. 

So that ὅταν παραχυθῇ τὸ ὕδωρ means when the water is poured out into 

the bath, παραχυθῇ being thus a synonym of κενωθῇ. 

Now, when these two corruptions were committed, a miracle was 

imagined, and so the legend about an angel agitating the water was 

formed and interpolated into the text; but the legend is absent from 

several most important Mss. Some Mss omit also the words éxdexo- 

μένων τὴν τοῦ ὕδατος κίνησιν, but these are indispensable, first because 

some reason had to be assigned for the presence of the diseased crowd 

at the bath, and secondly because the word κίνησιν formed the founda- 

tion of the legend. On the other hand, the clause in v. 7 ἐν ᾧ δὲ ἔρχο- 

μαι ἐγὼ, ἄλλος πρὸ ἐμοῦ καταβαίνει evidently belongs to the legend. 

5-5. τριάκοντα ὀκτὼ ἔτη ἔχων. Who had been thirty-eight years. Cf. 

Mart.Polyc.9 ὀγδοήκοντα καὶ ἐξ ἔτη ἔχω δουλεύων, I have been serving 

these eighty-six years.' This idiom is still current. Vlakhos in v. ἔχω 

" πόσον καιρὸν ἔχετε εἰς τὰς ᾿Αθήνας ; depuis quand étes-vous ἃ Athénes ?? 

5-17. ὃ πατήρ μου ἕως ἄρτι ἐργάζεται, κἀγὼ ἐργάζομαι. My father works 

until now (i.e. all the week inclusive of the Sabbath) by making the 

sun rise, by raining, etc. Since he works incessantly not resting even 

on the Sabbath, so do I also work incessantly, following his lead. 

5-19. οὐ δύναται ὁ υἱὸς ποιεῖν ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ οὐδὲν, ἐὰν μή τι βλέπῃ τὸν 

πατέρα ποιοῦντα. The meaning required is exactly what the English 

version gives, the son can do nothing of himself but what he seeth the 

father doing ; but this presupposes 6 τι instead of τι, and 6 τι no doubt 

was the original reading. As it stands the text says that the son can 

do nothing of himself unless he sees the father doing something, which 

is out of the question. At Rom.14-14 I have shown that ἐὰν μὴ = εἰ 
μὴ = ἀλλά; cf. Gal.2-16. 

1 Several other examples in Sophocles v. ἔχω. 
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5-30. καθὼς ἀκούω κρίνω. As Iam instructed I judge. For ἀκούω as 

equivalent to διδάσκομαι, I am instructed, I learn as from an instruc- 
tor cf. Mk 4-24. Mt 5-21. Heb.2-1, and my notes on Jn 6-45. 8-38. 
Rom.10-17. On the last place 1 have commented as follows : ‘ ἀκροαταὶ 
= disciples or pupils in Rom.2-13. Philos.6-5-42, etc. See Sophocles 
in vv. ἄκουσμα (= a lesson, discourse), ἀκουστὴς, ἀκρόασις. Thomas 
Robinson, The Evangelists and the Mishna, p. 27: “The expression 

to hear was used by the Jews as equivalent to receiving as a tradition.” 

In Greek, however, ἀκούω, being a synonym of ἀκροῶμαι, could simply 

be equivalent to receiving instruction without necessarily involving a 

reference to tradition. Cf. Jn 6-45 ἀκούσας παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ μαθών.᾽ 

5-35. ἠθελήσατε. Peerlkamp inv. Manen’s Conjecturaal Kritiek οὐκ 

(see my note on 5-46) ἠθελήσατε. 

5-39, δοκεῖτε ἐν αὐταῖς ζωὴν αἰώνιον ἔχειν. Fou think that by them you 

will obtain eternal life, I have pointed out in my note on Rom.1-13 

by numerous instances extending to classical times that éyew is often 

equivalent to σχεῖν, λαβεῖν (6. g. Mt 27-65 ἔχετε κουστωδίαν = Ad Bere 

κουστωδίαν). So is it in this passage ; the study of the Scriptures by 

the Jews had as its object the attainment of future life in heaven. 

For δοκῶ (= ἐλπίζω) with the aorist infinitive instead of with the 
future cf. Lk 6-34 ἐλπίζετε λαβεῖν, etc. 

5-39. ἐκεῖναί εἰσιν ai μαρτυροῦσαι περὶ ἐμοῦ, καὶ οὐ θέλετε ἐλθεῖν πρός 

με ἵνα ζωὴν ἔχητε. A query should be marked after ἔχητε. The Scrip- 

tures bear witness that I am the Messiah; and since you are acquainted 

with this fact by your familiarity with the Scriptures, how is it that 

you are so ill-advised as not to come to me? 

5-44. πῶς δύνασθε ὑμεῖς πιστεῦσαι δόξαν παρὰ ἀλλήλων λαμβάνοντες, 

καὶ τὴν δόξαν τὴν παρὰ τοῦ μόνου θεοῦ οὐ ζητεῖτε ; There is something 

wrong in this sentence, for there is no logical connection between the 

two clauses. Perhaps πῶς δύνασθε ὑμεῖς δόξαν παρὰ ἀλλήλων λαμβάνειν 

καὶ τὴν δόξαν κτλ. How is it possible for you, or any sane person, to 

prefer glory bestowed by another man, and not rather seek that glory 

which comes from God? I cannot, however, account for the intrusion 

of πιστεῦσαι. 

5-46, ei γὰρ ἐπιστεύετε Μωσῇ, ἐπιστεύετε ἂν ἐμοὶ, περὶ yap ἐμοῦ ἐκεῖνος 

ἔγραψεν" εἰ δὲ τοῖς ἐκείνου γράμμασιν οὐ πιστεύετε, πῶς τοῖς ἐμοῖς ῥήμασι 
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πιστεύσετε; The sense required seems to me to be: 1 accuse you of not 

believing Moses, for if you did, you would believe me, whose advent 

he has foretold; if, however, you affirm that you believe his prophe- 

cies, how is it that you reject me and my words? Accordingly I should 

write εἰ δὲ τοῖς ἐκείνου γράμμασι πιστεύετε, πῶς τοῖς ἐμοῖς ῥήμασιν οὐ 

πιστεύετε; The negative is lost, as it also seems to have been in 5-35. 

15 20. 21-12. Acts 18-25. 24-22. In my note on Rom.1-19 I have 

fully commented upon its very frequent loss. 

6-22. τῇ ἐπαύριον ὁ ὄχλος ὁ ἑστηκὼς πέραν τῆς θαλάσσης εἶδον ὅτι 

πλοιάριον ἄλλο οὐκ ἦν ἐκεῖ εἰ μὴ ἕν, καὶ ὅτι οὐ συνεισῆλθε τοῖς μαθηταῖς 

αὐτοῦ ὃ Ἰησοῦς εἰς τὸ πλοῖον, ἀλλὰ μόνοι οἱ μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ ἀπῆλθον κτλ. 

The passage is very intricate and somewhat disturbed, but the import 

is clear. What is meant is that, though the multitude had noticed 

that the disciples alone left on the previous day in the only boat then 

available, and Jesus therefore, they thought, ought to be on their own 

side by the lake, still, not finding him and thinking perhaps of another 

possible miracle,they went across to search for him whither they knew 

that his disciples had gone. The difficulty of the passage is increased 

by the article οἱ having dropped out before εἶδον ; without its addition 

the text reads as if it were on the morrow that the disciples saw that 
there had not been another boat. 

6-26. ζητεῖτέ με οὐχ ὅτι εἴδετε σημεῖα, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι ἐφάγετε. The multi- 

tude is taunted with having searched out the Lord in the hope of being 

fed over again. That is why he tells them not to concern themselves 
with material feeding. 

6-27, ἐργάζεσθε μὴ τὴν βρῶσιν τὴν ἀπολλυμένην, ἀλλὰ Thy βρῶσιν τὴν 
μένουσαν εἰς ζωὴν αἰώνιον, ἣν ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑμῖν δώσει: τοῦτον γὰρ 
ὁ πατὴρ ἐσφράγισεν, ὁ θεός. Owing to its proximity to υἱὸς, τοῦτον by 
a misapprehension has been supposed by previous commentators to 
mean the son. But it seems to me that we have to deduce its force 
from ἐργάζεσθε τὴν βρῶσιν τὴν μένουσαν ; τοῦτον is the man who works 
for meat that abideth unto eternal life, and thus receives from God 
the seal of righteousness. See my note on 3-33. 

6-32. οὐ Μωσῆς ἔδωκεν ὑμῖν τὸν ἄρτον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ πατήρ μου 
δίδωσιν ὑμῖν τὸν ἄρτον ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ τὸν ἀληθινόν. There is something 
amiss in this passage. It is an answer to v.31 of πατέρες ἡμῶν TO 
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μάννα ἔφαγον ἐν τῇ ἐρήμῳ, and by saying οὐ Μωσῆς ἔδωκεν that fact is 

denied, though it is admittedly true. Besides, if the intention of the 

Evangelist was to say that the bread in the desert was not supplied 

by Moses but by God, we should have had not δίδωσιν but ἔδωκεν ; nor 

was there any occasion for objecting that Moses did not give the bread, 

since the multitude had not mentioned Moses at all. The error lies in 

ov, which originally was εἰ, and this occurring so often as an equiva- 

lent of οὐ (cf. Mk 8-12 εἰ δοθήσεται where Origen‘ εἰ, τουτέστιν oi,’ etc.) 

gave place to οὐ. By substituting εἰ we get this meaning, that, though 

you have once received bread from above as you have just men- 

tioned (that bread which according to the Scriptures Moses gave you), 

still the real and true bread from heaven is that given by my father. 

For εἰ---ἀλλὰ = εἰ καὶ--ἀλλὰ οἵ, Plat. Soph.254¢ εἰ μὴ πάσῃ σαφηνείᾳ 

δυνάμεθα λαβεῖν, ἀλλ᾽ οὖν λόγου γε ἐνδεεῖς μηδὲν γιγνώμεθα, etc. See 
Stallbaum, Plat. Phaed.91b. 

6-39. πᾶν ὃ δέδωκε = πάντας os δέδωκε. So also in 17-24. 

6-45. πᾶς ὁ ἀκούσας παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς καὶ μαθών. Every one who, 

having received instruction from the father, has learnt. For the sense 

of ἀκούειν = to be instructed see my note on 5-30. The proof that this 
is the meaning lies in the preceding διδακτοί. 

6-51 to 58. ἐάν τις φάγῃ ἐκ τούτου τοῦ ἄρτου, ζήσεται εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα" 

καὶ ὃ ἄρτος δὲ ὃν ἐγὼ δώσω ἡ σάρξ μού ἐστιν ὑπὲρ τῆς τοῦ κόσμου ζωῆς. 

52 ᾿Ἐμάχοντο οὖν πρὸς ἀλλήλους οἱ ᾿Ιουδαῖοι λέγοντες Πῶς δύναται οὗτος 

ἡμῖν δοῦναι τὴν σάρκα φαγεῖν; 68 Εἶπεν οὖν αὐτοῖς ὃ ᾿Ιησοῦς ᾿Αμὴν ἀμὴν 

λέγω ὑμῖν, ἐὰν μὴ φάγητε τὴν σάρκα τοῦ υἱοῦ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου καὶ πίητε 

αὐτοῦ τὸ αἷμα, οὐκ ἔχετε ζωὴν ἐν ἑαυτοῖς. 64 Ὃ τρώγων μου τὴν σάρκα 

καὶ πίνων μου τὸ αἷμα ἔχει ζωὴν αἰώνιον, καὶ ἐγὼ ἀναστήσω αὐτὸν ἐν τῇ 

ἐσχάτῃ ἡμέρᾳ. 55 Ἡ γὰρ σάρξ μου ἀληθής ἐστι βρῶσις καὶ τὸ αἷμά μου 

ἀληθής ἐστι πόσις. 56 Ὁ τρώγων μου τὴν σάρκα καὶ πίνων μου τὸ αἷμα ἐν 

ἐμοὶ μένει, κἀγὼ ἐν αὐτῷ, 57 Καθὼς ἀπέστειλέ με ὁ ζῶν πατὴρ, κἀγὼ ζῶ 

διὰ τὸν πατέρα. Καὶ ὁ τρώγων με, κἀκεῖνος ζήσεται δι᾿ ἐμέ᾽ 58 οὗτός ἐστιν 

ὁ ἄρτος ὁ ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ καταβάς. The sentiments embodied in these 

verses are similar to those expressed by Luke in his account of the 

Last Supper. But at that place there was an intelligible occasion for 

referring to the blood, that of the wine at the supper; here no such 

occasion exists. It is remarkable moreover that up to v. 51 Jesus, in 
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speaking of himself, confines his remarks to the heavenly bread only 

and no mention is made of the blood ; the point of the blood only ap- 

pears at v. 53, but disappears again at v. 58. So that I have no doubt 

that vv. 53 to 56 are an interpolation intruded by a theologian after 

the Eucharist had become established as a most momentous rite of the 

liturgy (see my note on 3-5). But the interpolation starts from καὶ ὁ 

ἄρτος of v.51, for the words which follow that verse hang with 

vv. 53 ff.; and it extends to ὁ ἐκ rod οὐρανοῦ καταβὰς of v. 58, whose 

writer has missed the theme, which does not concern merely the bread 

but the living bread. From οὐ καθὼς ἔφαγον of v. 58 the text links up 

quite naturally with ζήσεται εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα of v. 51. 

6-61. εἰδὼς δὲ ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς ἐν ἑαυτῷ ὅτι γογγύζουσι περὶ τούτου of μαθηταὶ 

αὐτοῦ. D gives εἰδὼς δὲ ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι ἐν ἑαυτοῖς γογγύζουσι περὶ τούτου οἱ 

μαθηταὶ αὐτοῦ, which is a better reading. The disciples were discuss- 
ing the matter ἐν ἑαυτοῖς, i.e. among themselves and apart from Jesus, 

not wishing their master to hear that any doubts of his word had 

crossed their minds ; had they not been discussing apart, the Evange- 

list would not have said that Jesus understood (εἰδὼς) their murmurs, 

but that he heard (ἀκούσας) them, Similarly Mt 9-3 τινὲς τῶν γραμμα- 

τέων εἶπον ἐν ἑαυτοῖς Οὗτος βλασφημεῖ. Kat εἰδὼς ὁ ̓ Ιησοῦς τὰς ἐνθυμήσεις 

αὐτῶν εἶπεν. Mk 2-8 ἐπιγνοὺς ὁ Ἰησοῦς ὅτι οὕτως διαλογίζονται ἐν ἑαυτοῖς, 
λέγει αὐτοῖς. 

6-63. οὐκ ὠφελεῖ. Ls no good. This signification of ὠφελεῖ is pre- 
served in MGk in the form φελᾷ or φελάει. Vldkhos v. φελῶ “ αὐτὸ δὲν 
φελᾷ τίποτε, cela ne vaut rien.’ So in Mt 27-24 ἰδὼν δὲ ὁ Πιλάτος ὅτι 
οὐδὲν ὠφελεῖ = and when Pilate saw that it was no good, that it was 
useless. Similarly Lucian. Somn.3 οὐδὲν ὄφελος. 

7-3. ὕπαγε εἰς τὴν ᾿Ιουδαίαν ἵνα καὶ οἱ μαθηταί σου θεωρήσωσι τὰ ἔργα 
σου. The words καὶ οἱ μαθηταί σου cannot be genuine, As shown in 
v. 4, Jesus was not urged to show his works or miracles to his disci- 
ples, who naturally knew them, since it was on the strength of the 
miracles that he had secured their adherence; he was urged to make 
his works known to the world, namely, to the general public of Ju- 
daea. In fact, v.7 shows that the people among whom he was to 
appear were such as would hate him, consequently not his disciples. 
The third person plural θεωρήσωσι has an impersonal subject ; but 
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this not having been understood, theologians sought to complete the 

sentence by the addition of a personal subject. Hence the original read- 

ing καὶ ἐκεῖ θεωρήσωσι was altered into καὶ of μαθηταί cov θεωρήσωσι. 

7-19. οὐ Μωσῆς ἔδωκεν ὑμῖν τὸν Νόμον ; Καὶ οὐδεὶς ἐξ ὑμῶν ποιεῖ τὸν 

Νόμον. An anachronism. It was in later times, when the controversy 

with regard to circumcision was raging and the Jews were insisting 

upon conformity to the Mosaic Law, that the argument was devised 

of the Jews themselves not conforming to the Law, since by the de- 

struction of Jerusalem they could no longer continue the prescribed 

sacrifices which according to the Law should be performed exclusively 

there. This point is touched upon in Gal.5-3, equally an anachronism, 

and constituted one of the favourite arguments of the Apologists with 

which they imagined they could confound the Jews. It will also be 

noticed that the above words have no connection either with what pre- 

cedes them or with what comes after ; whereas τί με ζητεῖτε ἀποκτεῖναι 

naturally follows the protest of Jesus that he had done no wrong. 

7-21. ἕν ἔργον ἐποίησα καὶ πάντες θαυμάζετε. The work meant must 

naturally be the miraculous cure of the paralytic as told in ch. 5, at 

whichthe Jews were astonished and indignant because it had been per- 

formed on a sabbath; and here also in vv. 22 and 23 the argument 

runs upon the Jewish objection to a performance on the sabbath. But 

in the above sentence this essential point is ignored, and Jesus speaks 

as if the Jews objected to his ever doing any work at all. The Syr. Sin., 

however, adds in your sight after ἐποίησα, and possibly in the place 

of in your sight there once occurred a lacuna, which originally was 

occupied by ἐν σαββάτῳ, but which the scribe of the Sinaiticus or of 

one of its archetypes filled in by what he regarded as plausibly fitting 

the context. 

7-23. ὅλον ἄνθρωπον ὑγιῆ ἐποίησα. Battier in v. Manen’s Conjec- 

turaal Kritiek conjectures χωλὸν for ὅλον. 

7-24, ph κρίνετε κατ᾽ ὄψιν, ἀλλὰ τὴν δικαίαν κρίσιν κρίνατε. Judge not 

by appearances, but render a fair judgment. Wetstein had already 

very aptly compared from Lysias οὐκ ἄξιον dm’ ὄψεως, ὦ βουλὴ, οὔτε 

φιλεῖν οὔτε μισεῖν οὐδένα, GAN’ ἐκ τῶν ἔργων σκοπεῖν. Cf. also Prov.24-38 

αἰδεῖσθαι πρόσωπον ἐν κρίσει οὐ καλόν. A comparison of these two ex- 

amples makes the synonymity of πρόσωπον and ὄψιν safe. But we 
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might further compare 1Kings 16-7 μὴ ἐπιβλέψῃς ἐπὶ τὴν ὄψιν αὐτοῦ, 

ὅτι ἄνθρωπος ὄψεται εἰς πρόσωπον, 6 δὲ θεὸς ὄψεται εἰς καρδίαν. So that 

the above sentence is similar to Mt 22-16 ἀληθὴς εἶ, οὐ yap βλέπεις εἰς 

πρόσωπον ἀνθρώπων, and Lk 20-21 ὀρθῶς λέγεις καὶ διδάσκεις καὶ οὐ 

λαμβάνεις πρόσωπον. Jesus asks his objectors to judge him fairly and 

not to be guided by his modest social position. Akin to this is Gal. 

2-6, where Paul writes to the effect that in his sight the authority of 

the Apostles stood high in spite of the fact that once they were fisher- 

men and socially humble people. 
Apparently this injunction of treating humble people not with dis- 

regard but fairly had become proverbial. Cf. Deut.1-16 κρίνατε δικαίως, 

οὐκ ἐπιγνώσῃ πρόσωπον ἐν κρίσει κατὰ τὸν μικρὸν καὶ κατὰ τὸν μέγαν. 

Tsa.11-3 οὐ κατὰ τὴν δόξαν κρινεῖ οὐδὲ κατὰ τὴν λαλιὰν ἐλέγξει, ἀλλὰ 

κρινεῖ ταπεινῷ κρίσιν. These two last examples quoted by Wetstein. 

7-28. κἀμὲ οἴδατε καὶ οἴδατε πόθεν εἰμί. In 8-19 Jesus declares the 

contrary by saying οὔτε ἐμὲ οἴδατε οὔτε τὸν πατέρα pov. The correct 

reading therefore must have been κἀμὲ ἤδειτε, εἰ ἤδειτε πόθεν εἰμί, in 
accordance with what follows in 8-19 εἰ ἐμὲ ἤδειτε, καὶ τὸν πατέρα 

μου ἤδειτε ἄν. For the omission of ἂν in the apodosis cf. 8-39 εἰ τέκνα τοῦ 

᾿Αβραάμ ἐστε (ἦστε ἢ), τὰ ἔργα τοῦ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἐποιεῖτε. 9-33, etc. In my 

note on Rom.9-3 I have referred to Blaydes, Arist. Ran.866, where it 

is seen that the omission of ἂν dates back to classical times. 

ἀπ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ οὐκ ἐλήλυθα, ἀλλ᾽ ἔστιν ἀληθινὸς ὁ πέμψας pe. Probably 

ἐλήλυθα is a misreading of ἐλάλησα. Cf. 7-17 ἀπ᾽ ἐμαυτοῦ λαλῶ. 

8-44 ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων λαλεῖ. The sentence ἀλλ᾽ ἔστιν ἀληθινὸς ὃ πέμψας με 

is a concise equivalent (see my note on Rom.1-8) to ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ πέμ- 

ψαντός pe, ὅς ἐστιν ἀληθινός ; so that the whole clause, if my suggestion 

were introduced, would be the same as 12-49 ἐξ ἐμαυτοῦ οὐκ ἐλάλησα, 

ἀλλ᾽ ὁ πέμψας με πατὴρ, αὐτός μοι ἐντολὴν δέδωκε τί λαλήσω. Similarly 

in 16-13 it is said of the Holy Ghost that οὐ λαλήσει ἀφ᾽ ἑαυτοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ 

ὅσα ἀκούσει λαλήσει. Cf. also 8-26 πολλὰ ἔχω περὶ ὑμῶν λαλεῖν, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ 

πέμψας με ἀληθής ἐστιν, κἀγὼ ἃ ἤκουσα παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ, ταῦτα λαλῶ εἰς τὸν 

κόσμον. Possibly ἐλήλυθα was introduced as forming an antithesis to 
πέμψας. 

7-29, map’ αὐτοῦ εἰμί. The Sinaiticus gives παρ᾽ αὐτῷ εἰμὶ, and the 

Syriac Sinaiticus παρ᾽ αὐτῷ juny. which is a much better reading. Cf. 
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1-1 6 λόγος ἢν πρὸς τὸν θεόν. 17-5 τῇ δόξῃ ἡ εἶχον παρὰ σοί. The Syr. Sin. 
variant is not recorded by v. Soden, and Baljon goes so far as not even 

to mention παρ᾽ αὐτῷ. I am at a loss to understand what purpose their 

masses of material serves, more especially v. Soden’s ponderousaccumu- 

lation, if readings which, to say the least, are plausible or possible are 

thus arbitrarily ignored. Tischendorf’s is still our best register of 

variations, being not only accurate and objective but also lucid. 

7-38. 6 πιστεύων εἰς ἐμὲ, καθὼς εἶπεν ἡ γραφὴ, ποταμοὶ ἐκ τῆς κοιλίας 

αὐτοῦ ῥεύσουσιν ὕδατος ζῶντος. It is wonderful that ἐκ τῆς κοιλίας αὐτοῦ, 

which verges on the grotesque, should have been calmly accepted as 

rational for so long. It has been defended by various expedients ; one 

is that κοιλίας stands for καρδίας. It certainly does in the Septua- 

gint (cf. Prov.20-27. Sir.19-12, etc.), that is, in a translation made 

hurriedly by incompetent hands, and therefore made literally ; its 

occurrence in such a work does establish its use in Hebrew, but an 

author writing in original Greek, however poor he might be, could 

never have employed κοιλία for καρδία. What could have tempted him 

to do so? Would a sane person speaking or writing in English, where 

belly and hearé are terms designating two distinct common organs, as 

is equally the case in Greek, say belly and mean heart ? 

The allusion evidently is to Ps.77-16 διέρρηξε πέτραν ἐν ἐρήμῳ καὶ 

ἐπότισεν αὐτοὺς ws ἐν ἀβύσσῳ πολλῇ, καὶ ἐξήγαγεν ὕδωρ ἐκ πέτρας καὶ 

κατήγαγεν ὡς ποταμοὺς ὕδατα, combined with Isa.48-21 ὕδωρ ἐκ πέτρας 
ἐξάξει αὐτοῖς, σχισθήσεται πέτρα καὶ ῥυήσεται ὕδωρ. Our Evangelist has 

taken ποταμοὶ from ποταμοὺς of the Psalmist and ῥεύσουσιν from ῥυή- 

σεται of Isaiah. Further, in these passages the chief marvel is that 

the flow of water emerged ἐκ πέτρας, as likewise in Exod.17-6 πατά- 

ἕξεις τὴν πέτραν καὶ ἐξελεύσεται ἐξ αὐτῆς ὕδωρ. Neh.9-15 ὕδωρ ἐκ πέτρας 

ἐξήνεγκας αὐτοῖς. Ps.113-8 τοῦ στρέψαντος τὴν πέτραν εἰς λίμνας ὑδάτων 

καὶ τὴν ἀκρότομον εἰς πηγὰς ὑδάτων. Wis.11-4 ἐδόθη αὐτοῖς ἐκ πέτρας 

ἀκροτόμου ὕδωρ καὶ ἴαμα δίψης ἐκ λίθου σκληροῦ. Thus, the quotation in 

our passage would be deficient in point ifit did not include ἐκ πέτρας, 

of which however ἐκ τῆς is probably a remnant. As regards κοιλίας, 

the only word in the above passages which might be so misread is 

σκληροῦ of Wis.11-4. I correct therefore ποταμοὶ ἐκ πέτρας σκληρᾶς 

αὐτῷ (the dative as in Isa.48-21. Neh.9-15. Wis.11-4 above quoted) 
D 
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ῥεύσουσιν. I would paraphrase thus: To him who believes in me, (in 

the words of the Scriptures) rivers of living water will flow out. The 

quotation was from memory, and therefore should not be taken liter- 

ally, but applied in a form so altered as to suit the sentence which 

it illustrates ; of this peculiarity I have cited several examples in my 

note on Rom.3-4, 
7-39, τοῦτο δὲ εἶπε περὶ τοῦ πνεύματος κτλ. A comment upon ἐκ τῆς 

κοιλίας αὐτοῦ ῥεύσουσιν in its corrupt state. The verse therefore is 

spurious. 

7-41. Μὴ γὰρ ἐκ τῆς Γαλιλαίας ὃ Χριστὸς ἔρχεται; Μὴ γὰρ is still alive 

in MGkas μηγάρι or μηγάρις. Vlakhos * μηγάρι τὸν εἶδα; est-ce que je Vat 

ou? comme sije ’avais vu.’ It is registered by Sophocles in v. μὴ, who 

explains ‘the answer expected being no.’ In English it would be ex- 

pressed as nearly as possible by But has anybody ever heard of such a 

thing as that Christ comes from Galilee ? 

7-53. The beautiful story of the adulteress, one of the gems of the 

New Testament, is absent from a great many documents. It is not hard 

to discover the reason why. The answer of our Lord οὐδὲ ἐγώ σε κατα- 

κρίνω must have appeared monstrous to hypocrites and sticklers for 

propriety. 

8-25. εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ὁ Ἰησοῦς τὴν ἀρχὴν ὅτι (or ὅ τι) kal λαλῶ ὑμῖν. The 

meaning of τὴν ἀρχὴν is still a puzzle; the interpretations so far given 

are unconvincing. The next words 6 τι καὶ λαλῶ ὑμῖν are probably the 

prototype of the MGk current phrase αὐτὸ ποῦ σᾶς λέω = what I tell 

you (it ts what 1 tell you and nothing else), which often disputants 

in Greece employ when they wish to reassert their opinions without 

further discussion. 

8-33. ἀπεκρίθησαν. As the text stands the subject must be the men 

who had believed Jesus. But the language of the following verses, in 

which a charge is preferred of enslavement to sin, is so severe that 

it could not possibly be addressed to believers. I suspect therefore 

that before ἀπεκρίθησαν a section has been lost, where hostile Jews 

were brought into the discourse, vehemently dissenting from, and 

possibly threatening, our Lord. 

8-37. ἀλλὰ ζητεῖτέ με ἀποκτεῖναι. Mevertheless you seek to murder me. 

You may be descendants of Abraham, but that does not prevent you 
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from seeking to murder me, i. e. but all the same you are murderers. 

For ἀλλὰ = nevertheless, it is a fact however that, see my notes on 

Rom.5-14 and 7-7. 

ὁ λόγος ὁ ἐμὸς οὐ χωρεῖ ἐν ὑμῖν. My word cannot be taken in by you, 

it passes the capacity of your head and intelligence. The phrase is still 

alive in MGk, though turned the other way about. Vlikhos v. χωρῶ 

“αὐτὸ δὲν τὸ χωρεῖ ὃ νοῦς μου, cela me passe ; c'est au dela de ma portée.’ 

And so likewise Hellenistically ; cf. Mt 19-11 οὐ πάντες χωροῦσι τὸν 

λόγον. Philosoph.5-4-26 διὰ τὸ μὴ πάντας χωρεῖν τὴν ἀλήθειαν. Pseud. 

Phocyl.83 (from Liddell and Scott) οὐ χωρεῖ μεγάλην διδαχήν. 

8-38. ἃ ἐγὼ ἑώρακα παρὰ τῷ πατρὶ λαλῶ, καὶ ὑμεῖς οὖν ἃ ἠκούσατε παρὰ 

τοῦ πατρὸς ποιεῖτε. Jn the same way as I speak of what I have seen αἱ 

my father’s, so are you doing what your own father has instructed (see 

my note on 5-30) you to do. The father imputed to the disputants is 

Satan, as he also is in vv. 41 and (twice) 44; so Alford, Meyer, and 

others. Similarly in Mart.Petr.7 it is said of ᾿Αγρίππας that διάκονός 

ἐστιν τῆς πατρικῆς αὐτοῦ ἐνεργείας. 

8-39. ei τέκνα τοῦ ᾿Αβραάμ ἐστε, τὰ ἔργα τοῦ ᾿Αβραὰμ ἐποιεῖτε. Hol- 

werda ἦστε instead of ἐστε (see my note on 7-28) in accordance with 

sense and the variant ἦτε. 
8-43. Διὰ τί τὴν λαλιὰν τὴν ἐμὴν οὐ γινώσκετε; Ὅτι οὐ δύνασθε ἀκούειν 

τὸν λόγον τὸν ἐμόν. There is an evident tautology between τὴν λαλιὰν 

τὴν ἐμὴν and τὸν λόγον τὸν ἐμόν ; in fact, between the whole of the first 

and the whole of the second clause. I read τοῦ θεοῦ for τὸν ἐμὸν, for 

there is a contrast between obedience to God our heavenly father and 

to Satan the father of the wicked. The change must have been con- 

sciously effected so as to bring the second clause into conformity with 

v.51 ἐάν τις τὸν λόγον τὸν ἐμὸν τηρήσῃ. Translate: Why cannot you 

acknowledge (cf. 8-54 λέγετε ὅτι θεὸς ὑμῶν ἐστι, καὶ οὐκ ἐγνώκατε αὐτόν. 

1Cor.8-3 εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεὸν, οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ) what I say? 

Because you cannot obey God’s word. For ἀκούειν = to obey cf. v. 47 τὰ 

ῥήματα τοῦ θεοῦ ἀκούει. Isa.30-9 ὁ λαὸς ἀπειθής ἐστιν, υἱοὶ ψευδεῖς, οἱ οὐκ 

ἠβούλοντο ἀκούειν τὸν νόμον τοῦ θεοῦ, etc. 

8-44. ψεύστης ἐστὶ καὶ ὁ πατὴρ αὐτοῦ. This habit of including one’s 

1 Cf. Rom. 8-7 (where see my note) τὸ φρύνημα τῆς σαρκὸς ἔχθρα eis θεὸν, τῷ 

γὰρ νόμῳ τοῦ θεοῦ οὐχ ὑποτάσσεται, οὐδὲ γὰρ δύναται. 
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father in an abuse is very prevalent in the Levant. Soin Greece the 

vulgar invariably curse one’s father and occasionally mother. I under- 

stand that in Arabic all one’s forbears are thrown in. In the Arabian 

Nights (Madrus’ translation, vol. 2, p. 118) I find Le barbier ne partit 

quwen maudissant le marchand, le pére et le grand-pere du marchand. 

Our Gospel in this part is manifestly fanciful. 

8-48. οὐ καλῶς λέγομεν ἡμεῖς ; So exactly in MGk καλὰ δὲ λέμε ἐμεῖς, 

are we not right in saying? And similarly Mk 7-6 καλῶς προεφήτευσεν 

Ἡσαΐας περὶ ὑμῶν, Isaiah was right in prophesying about you. 

δαιμόνιον ἔχεις. In MGk εἶσαι δαιμονισμένος, thou art mad. It was 

believed in the Levant that insane people had a devil in their belly ; 

and they were often subjected to daily whipping in the belief that the 

whipping did not hurt the patient but the devil within, who to avoid 

further annoyance would eventually come out. This must have been 

the reason why E. H. Jones was severely belaboured by the Turks at 

Mardeen when he feigned madness (The Road to En-Dor, p. 266). 

8-50. ἐγὼ δὲ οὐ ζητῶ τὴν δόξαν μου" ἔστιν ὁ ζητῶν καὶ κρίνων. But Ido 

not seek my own glory ; there is One who seeks it and decides, in whose 

hands it is whether to bestow upon me glory or not. For this sense of 

κρίνειν cf. Acts 3-13 κρίναντος ἐκείνου ἀπολύειν. 20-16 Kexpixer γὰρ ὁ 

Παῦλος παραπλεῦσαι, etc. Weiss has come very close to the right inter- 

pretation by rendering der sie sucht und danach richtet, οὗ sie ihm 

ertheilt wird. 
8-53. ᾿Αβραὰμ ὅστις ἀπέθανε. Ὁ instead of doris gives ὅτι, which may 

be the original reading; see my note on 1-16. 

8-56. ᾿Αβραὰμ ἠγαλλιάσατο ἵνα ἴδῃ τὴν ἡμέραν τὴν ἐμήν. For the 

causal force οὗ ἵνα see my note on 9-39. 

9-2. τίς ἥμαρτεν ἵνα τυφλὸς γεννηθῇ; Who has sinned that he should be 

born blind ? See my note on 10-17. 

9-6. ἐπέχρισεν αὐτοῦ τὸν πηλὸν ἐπὶ τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς. Respecting αὐτοῦ 

Bloomfield remarks with reason that it is in opposition to usus linguae, 

since ἐπιχρίω is never construed with the genitive. Nor can it be con- 

strued with ὀφθαλμούς ; where it stands it must be construed either 

with ἐπέχρισεν or with πηλόν. D gives αὐτῷ, which makes the syntax 

unobjectionable. But in some old Latins we have superunzit eum luto, 

ἐπέχρισεν αὐτὸν τῷ πηλῷ, and this probably is the original reading. 

Cf. 11-2 ἀλείψασα τὸν κύριον μύρῳ. Mk 6-13 ἤλειῴφον ἐλαίῳ πολλούς. 
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Acts 10-38 ἔχρισεν αὐτὸν πνεύματι. Num.35-25 ἔχρισαν αὐτὸν τῷ ἐλαίῳ. 

Jud.10-3 ἐχρίσατο μύρῳ. Ps.88-21 ἐν ἐλέει ἔχρισα αὐτόν. Jer.22-14 

κεχρισμένα ἐν μίλτῳ. Lucian.Luct.11 μύρῳ χρίσαντες τὸ σῶμα. Arist. 

Rhet.3-2 τῷ σιάλῳ τὰ παιδία παραλείφουσι, etc. The following in v. 11 

ἐπέχρισέν μου τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς is not different. 

9-17. τί σὺ λέγεις περὶ αὐτοῦ, ὅτι ἤνοιξέ σου τοὺς ὀφθαλμούς; What dost 

thou say of him, (thou) whose eyes he opened? For ὅτι--πτσου = whose 

see my note on 1-16, All commentators, at any rate as many asI have 

consulted, have gone astray over this sentence. 

9-24. δὸς δόξαν τῷ θεῷ" ἡμεῖς οἴδαμεν ὅτι ὁ ἄνθρωπος οὗτος ἁμαρτωλὸς 

ἐστίν. Pray to God that you be forgiven, for this man with whom you 

have come into contact is, as we know, a sinner, who has sinned by 

curing you on the sabbath. So in Acts 12-23 ἀνθ᾽ ὧν οὐκ ἔδωκε τὴν 

δόξαν τῷ θεῷ, for he did not pray to God for forgiveness when he heard 

the blasphemy and did not deprecate it. For διδόναι δόξαν τῷ θεῷ = 

to pray to God cf. 1 Kings 6-5 δώσετε τῷ κυρίῳ δόξαν ὅπως κουφίσῃ τὴν 

χεῖρα αὐτοῦ, etc. 

9-27, εἶπον ὑμῖν ἤδη καὶ οὐκ ἠκούσατε. Meyer rightly marks a query. 

I told you already, and did you not hear? Namely, you have heard, 

what need is there to repeat what I have clearly told you already ? 

9-29. τοῦτον δὲ οὐκ οἴδαμεν πόθεν ἐστί. Exactly asin MGk αὐτὸν δὲν τὸν 

ξέρουμε ἀπὸ ποῦ εἶναι, namely, he is unknown, a nobody. An expres- 

sion of contempt. That is how the man understood the Pharisees, for 

his answer is : That is where the marvel comes in; you say that he isa 

nobody, but yet this nobody of yours is good enough to open men’s eyes. 

9-39. εἰς κρῖμα ἐγὼ εἰς τὸν κόσμον τοῦτον ἦλθον ἵνα οἱ μὴ βλέποντες 

βλέπωσι καὶ οἱ βλέποντες τυφλοὶ γένωνται. A sentence obscurely phrased, 

but its import is perfectly clear. The ignorant (οἱ μὴ βλέποντες) have 

understood that I have come into the world as the Messiah, but the 

Pharisees (of βλέποντες), who are versed in the Prophets, have become 

callous and indifferent to the prophetic voices which indicate my 

Messiahship; the result of my advent therefore must result in their 

condemnation. 
κρῖμα, Condemnation, as often; see Grimm and Zorell. In ap- 

pearance κρῖμα applies to both the ignorant and the learned, but 

that it means condemnation and in reality applies to the learned 

Pharisees alone is clear from v. 41, where Jesus deals with them ex- 
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clusively, and by charging them with sin foretells their condemnation, 

since condemnation is the consequence of sin. 

iva. Not telic but causal ; cf. 8-56 ᾿Αβραὰμ ἠγαλλιάσατο ἵνα ἴδῃ τὴν 

ἡμέραν τὴν ἐμήν. See Jannaris ὃ 1741 (though all his examples are not 

applicable). 

10-3. τούτῳ ὃ θυρωρὸς ἀνοίγει, καὶ τὰ πρόβατα τῆς φωνῆς αὐτοῦ ἀκούει, 

καὶ τὰ ἴδια πρόβατα φωνεῖ κατ᾽ ὄνομα. I suspect that the first τὰ πρόβατα 

is an interpolation, and that itis not the sheep that attend to the shep- 

herd’s voice but the θυρωρός. Cf. Apoc.3-20 ἕστηκα ἐπὶ τὴν θύραν καὶ 

κρούω" ἐάν τις ἀκούσῃ τῆς φωνῆς μου καὶ ἀνοίξῃ τὴν θύραν, εἰσελεύσομαι. 

The text as it stands says that the sheep obey the voice of the θυρωρὸς 

and he calls them one by one; but the natural thing is not for the 

θυρωρὸς but for the shepherd to call the sheep and then for the sheep, 

recognizing his voice, to follow. This is what the elimination of the 

first τὰ πρόβατα accomplishes. 

φωνεῖ. For the change of subject see my note on 18-16. 

10-4. ἐκβάλῃ. Leads out to graze; in sense an aorist to the preced- 

ing ἐξάγει. So exactly in MGk βγάζει, takes out; for example, βγάζω 

τὸ παιδὶ στὸν περίπατο, I take out the child for a walk. 

10-7. ἐγώ εἶμι ἡ θύρα τῶν προβάτων’ πάντες ὅσοι ἦλθον πρὸ ἐμοῦ κλέπται 

εἰσὶ καὶ λῃσταὶ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἤκουσαν αὐτῶν τὰ πρόβατα. By ἃ stretch one can 

take ἡ θύρα τῶν προβάτων for ἡ θύρα τῆς αὐλῆς τῶν προβάτων, but how 

can we reconcile ὅσοι ἦλθον πρὸ ἐμοῦ With ἡ θύρα ὃ TIpd ἐμοῦ must mean 

πρὸ τῆς θύρας, and therefore ὅσοι ἦλθον Must mean ὅσαι θύραι ἦλθον, 
which is utterly absurd and could not have been written by an 

even moderately rational author. I have no doubt that instead of 

ἡ θύρα τῶν προβάτων we should read ὁ κύριος τῶν προβάτων, the 

master of the sheep, cf. Mk 12-9 ὁ κύριος τοῦ ἀμπελῶνος. Palaeo- 

graphically between θύρα and κύριος there is sufficient similarity to 

have caused the mistake under the influence of θύρα in vv. 1 and 9. 

The words ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἤκουσαν αὐτῶν τὰ πρόβατα in v. 8 I surmise were a 

marginal note by an enthusiast, who declared that Christians had not 

heeded the commands of previous false prophets. 

Who are the men alluded to as κλέπται and λῃσταί Cerinthus and 

the Gnostics, to whom probably reference is made in Acts 20-29 

εἰσελεύσονται μετὰ τὴν ἀἄφιξίν μου λύκοι βαρεῖς εἰς ὑμᾶς μὴ φειδόμενοι τοῦ 

ποιμνίου, are precluded by πρὸ ἐμοῦ; nor can the Pharisees be meant, 
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for ἦλθον points to Prophets. However strong the language is, either 

Moses is alluded to, or more probably the Baptist and his disciples, 

those discussed in my note on 3-25. 

10-10. ἵνα ζωὴν ἔχωσι καὶ περισσὸν ἔχωσιν. That they may have food 

and have even more food than is sufficient. An expression current in 

MGk γιὰ νὰ ἔχουν τὴ θροφή τους καὶ μὲ τὸ παραπάνω. For ζωὴ = τροφὴ 

ef. Judg.17-10 τὰ πρὸς ζωήν σου. Sir.4-1 τὴν ζωὴν τοῦ πτωχοῦ μὴ ἀπο- 

στερήσῃς, both these examples being quoted by Sophocles. In v. 9 

ζωὴν is expressed by νομήν. The Vulg. witam is wrong. 

10-17. διὰ τοῦτό pe ὃ πατὴρ ἀγαπᾷ, ὅτι ἐγὼ τίθημι Thy ψυχήν pou, ἵνα 

πάλιν λάβω αὐτήν. Τῇ ἵνα is given a telic sense, then this passage reads 

as though the Father’s love came from the fact that Jesus would re- 

ceive back his soul; in other words, that Jesus was making no sacri- 

fice, a strange notion of merit. But iva here has a metabatic force, the 

clause iva πάλιν λάβω αὐτὴν being equal to ἀλλὰ λήψομαι πάλιν αὐτήν. 

It is a favourite idiom with our Evangelist. Cf. v. 38. 9-2, 17-2. But 

also 1 Cor. 3-18 μωρὸς γενέσθω, iva γένηται σοφός. 2 Cor.1-17. 7-9. At 

Rom.5.21 ὑπερεπερίσσευσεν ἡ χάρις, ἵνα, ὥσπερ ἐβασσίλευσεν ἡ ἁμαρτία, 

οὕτως καὶ ἡ χάρις βασιλεύσῃ I have noted ‘And so grace shall reign. 

Cf. TheodM. at Gal.5-17 “" τὸ ἵνα οὐκ ἐπὶ αἰτίας εἶπεν, GAN ὡς ἀκόλουθον. 

Soin 11-11. Jn 10-38, and often.’ Thus the Father’s love comes solely 

from the sacrifice, and ἵνα πάλιν λάβω αὐτὴν is merely an encouraging 

remark to the disciples that the soul will not be lost for ever. 

10-24. Pernot writes (see Mededeelingen der Koninklijken Akademie 

yan Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letterkunde Deel 57, Serie A, No. 5) as 

follows: “ἕως πότε τὴν ψυχὴν ἡμῶν αἴρεις; Vulg. qguousque animam nos- 

tram tollis? Les traductions donnent jusqu’d quand tiendras-tu notre 

esprit en suspens? 1] s’agit en réalité d’une expression trés familiére, 

qui s’est conservée en grec moderne, comme Pallis n’a pas manqué de 

Vapercevoir, et qui signifie littéralement jusqu’a quand vas-tu nous 

arracher Vdme 3 ¢.-a.-d. jusqwa quand vas-tu nous tracasser de la sorte? 

[Cf. Clem. Hom.6-2 μή με ἀναβαλλόμενος βασανίσῃς ]. 

Ces trois derniers exemples‘ s’expliquent, on le voit, par le grec 

1 Pernot comments also on Lk 14-23 ἀνάγκασον εἰσελθεῖν, ‘ Non pas force-les 

mais invite-les A entrer, comme le prouvent les emplois de ce verbe dans le grec 

du moyen age.’ And on Mk 14-8 προέλαβε μυρίσαι μον τὸ σῶμα εἰς τὸν ἐντα- 
φιασμόν. ‘Le verbe a ici le méme sens qu’en grec moderne, elle a juste ἃ temps 

oint mon corps pour la sépulture.’ 
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byzantin et moderne. Le grec actuel est, dans cette question, un élé- 

ment important, peut-étre ne serait-il pas exagéré de dire capital. 

Peu de personnes se doutent des liens trés étroits qui unissent la 

langue du N.T. et celle qu’on emploie aujourd’hui ἃ Athénes. Le 

grec du N.T. est certainement plus proche, & beaucoup d’égards, du 

grec moderne que de celui du ve siécle avant notre ére. 1] serait aisé 

de citer dans les Evangiles plus d’un passage, dont seuls ceux qui 

connaissent bien le grec moderne peuvent sentir la finesse et gouter 

toute la saveur. Quand on n’a sur ceci que des connaissances livres- 

ques, ce qui est fatalement le cas dela plupart des savants occiden- 

taux, on ne peut s’imaginer ἃ quel point cette langue du N.T. est en- 

core une langue vivante.’ 

10-25, εἶπον ὑμῖν καὶ οὐ πιστεύετε. A query should be marked. See 

my note on 9-27. 

10-29. ὁ πατήρ pou ὃς δέδωκέ μοι μείζων πάντων ἐστί. This is the read- 

ing for which the context evidently calls, and the variant ὃ πατήρ μου 

ὃ δέδωκέ μοι πάντων μεῖζον ἐστὶ is worthless. Cf. 14-28 6 πατὴρ μείζων 

μου ἐστί. But how has so unsuitable a reading as ὃ--- μεῖζον arisen ὃ 

Perhaps we had originally ὅτι in the sense of ds (see my note on 1-16), 

and its sense being missed, it was disfigured to 6, and then the predi- 

cate naturally followed in the neuter. 

10-38. ἵνα γνῶτε = καὶ τότε γνώσεσθε. See my note on 9-2. 

11-5. ἠγάπα δὲ ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς τὴν Μάρθαν. A variant Μαρίαν instead οἱ 

Μάρθαν I suspect represents the original reading, prominence being 

thus given to Mary, as is also given in v.1, where the order of the 

names is Μαρίας καὶ Map@as. In v.19 the order is reversed, and one 

document omits Μαρίαν altogether, both of which changes I imagine are 

due to the fact that the woman who anointed Jesus and who accord- 

ing to this Gospel in chap. 12 is Mary, was branded in Lk 7-37 as ἐν 

τῇ πόλει ἁμαρτωλὸς, i.e. as a prostitute. But in v. 2 the reminder that 

Mary was she who anointed the Lord prepares us for her activities 

in the following narrative; and the narrative in vy. 45 is wound up by 

saying that the believing Jews who were present at the miracle had 

come to Mary. But not only has Mary’s name been tampered with, 

but the whole episode seems to have been amplified in favour of 

Martha, who in later times became glorified as a saint specially in- 
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terested incharity ; cf. Acts Phil.94 ἡ δὲ Μάρθα ἐστὶν ἡ διακονοῦσα τοῖς 

πλήθεσιν καὶ κοπιῶσα σφόδρα. 

The amplification starts in v. 20 with ὑπήντησεν and runs down to 

ἐκείνη δὲ ὡς ἤκουσεν of v.29. Originally the text must have run ἡ οὖν 

Μαρία, ὡς ἤκουσεν ὅτι ὃ ᾿Ιησοῦς ἔρχεται, ἠγέρθη ταχὺ καὶ ἤρχετο πρὸς αὐ- 

τόν" οἱ οὖν Ἰουδαῖοι (v. 30 being eliminated) οἱ ὄντες κτλ. For it is 
curious that, whereas according to v.29 Mary shows eagerness to rush 

forward and meet Jesus, in v. 20 for no special reason she lingers 

inactively at home, leaving to Martha the office of welcome. As usual 

in amplifications (see my note on 18-16 to 27), some of the wording 

in the genuine part is taken up in the accretion. So we have in v. 20 

ἡ οὖν Μάρθα ὡς ἤκουσεν and in the amplified part of v. 29 ἐκείνη δὲ ὡς 

ἤκουσεν ; again, κύριε, εἰ ἧς ὧδε, οὐκ ἂν ἀπέθανέ μου ὁ ἀδελφὸς οὖν. 32 is 

repeated in v.21. These repetitions generally occur at the beginnings 

of amplifications as is the case here. The amplifier was unskilful, for 

in v. 22 by καὶ νῦν οἶδα ὅτι ὅσα ἂν αἰτήσῃ τὸν θεὸν δώσει σοι ὃ θεὸς he has 

represented Martha as though she expected a miracle, and this miracle 

could be no other but the resurrection of her brother; but by οἶδα ὅτι 

ἀναστήσεται ἐν τῇ ἐσχάτῃ ἡμέρᾳ She is represented as not now expect- 

ing a resurrection or any miracle, going so far in v. 39 as to deprecate 

the reopening of the grave. Also the section λέγει αὐτῷ ἡ ἀδελφὴ of 

v. 39 to τὴν δόξαν τοῦ θεοῦ is due to the amplifier. 

If what I say further on respecting the part 12-1 to 11 is justified, 

it follows that the above amplifications were introduced subsequently 

to the interpolation of that part. 

11-9. οὐχὶ δώδεκά εἰσιν ὧραι τῆς ἡμέρας; Ἐάν τις περιπατῇ ἐν TH ἡμέρᾳ, 

οὐ προσκόπτει, ὅτι τὸ φώς τοῦ κόσμου τούτου βλέπει" ἐὰν δέ τις περιπατῇ 

ἐν τῇ νυκτὶ, προσκόπτει, ὅτι τὸ φῶς οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν αὐτῷ. There is plenty of 

time, as much as twelve hours, of light in the course οὗ a day, and a 

sensible man, by taking advantage of any one of those hours, may go 

about his work without fear of coming to grief; not so an ill-advised 

person who, by preferring the night, risks stumbling. Cf. 12-35 περι- 

maretre ὡς TO φῶς ἔχετε ἵνα μὴ σκοτία ὑμᾶς καταλάβῃ, καὶ 6 περιπατῶν ἐν 

τῇ σκοτίᾳ οὐκ οἷδε ποῦ ὑπάγει. As regards myself, Jesus says, 1 walk in 

the light of day and have nothing to fear. The disciples had just told 

their master to beware, and he answers that, proceeding righteously 

and doing no wrong, he is afraid of nothing. 

E 
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11-10. τὸ φῶς οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν αὐτῷ. Bloomfield ‘76 φῶς οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν αὐτῷ 

seems to be a popular expression for τὸ φῶς οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτῷ, he is desti- 

tute of the light, asin 12-35.’ Respecting ἐν αὐτῷ = αὐτῷ I have noted 

on Rom.1-19 “ἐν αὐτοῖς = αὐτοῖς. See note on v. 9.6-2. Cf. 8-3 ἐν ᾧ (ΞΞ ᾧ) 
ἠσθένει (read ἠσθένουν). Apoc.14-2 κιθαριζόντων ἐν ταῖς κιθάραις. Mt 

17-12. 1 Cor.7-15. Gal.1-16, and often.’ The expression ἔστι μοί τι 

for [ have something is very good and current classical Greek. 

11-12. εἰ κεκοίμηται, σωθήσεται. If he has fallen asleep, it (i.e. his 

sleep) will come to an end. This meaning of σωθῆναι = to come to an 

end is still alivein MGk. Coraes in his note on Plut.Aem.Paul. p. 416 

says ‘ παθητικῶς ἢ μέσως, οἷον ἐσώθη ἡ οἰκοδομή.᾽ Sophocles v. σώζω 

‘ Pass. σωθῆναι Ξε λήγω. 1Thom.Evag.8-2 ἐσώθησαν οἱ ὑπὸ τὴν κατάραν 

αὐτοῦ πεσόντες, came to an end.’ The translations he will recover or 

he will be saved are against the context. 

11-31. δόξαντες. The variant λέγοντες is rather better attested and 

perfectly suitable. It means δοκοῦντες, thinking, as it does also in MGk. 

Vlakhos v. λέγω “ λέγεις νὰ τὸ κάμῃ; Croyes-vous qwil le fera?’ So 

3 Kings 5-5 λέγω οἰκοδομῆσαι = Iam thinking of building. Judg.15-2 

εἶπα ὅτι μισῶν ἐμίσησας = I thought you hated. Ps.105-23 etre τοῦ 

ἐξολοθρεῦσαι = he thought of exterminating, etc. The same is the force 

of λέγω in Rom.10-18. 10-19. 11-1. 11-11. It dates from as far back as 

Homer; cf.1366 ἢ τ᾽ ἐφάμην river Oar. 194 δὴ γάρ μιν ἔφαντ᾽ (κεν ἔφην) 

ἐπιδήμιον εἶναι. Similarly Jn 7-44 a variant ἔλεγον for ἤθελον, and 11- 
13 ἔλεγον for ἔδοξαν. 

11-33. ἐνεβριμήσατο τῷ πνεύματι Kal ἐτάραξεν ἑαυτόν. The words 

ἐτάραξεν ἑαυτὸν, i.e. ἐταράχθη ἐν ἑαυτῷ, are probably a glossa, for they 

mean nothing different to ἐνεβριμήσατο τῷ πνεύματι, i. 6. ἐνεβριμήσατο 

ἐν ἑαυτῷ (cf. v.38 ἐμβριμώμενος ἐν ἑαυτῷ), was agitated within himself. 

11-41. Πάτερ, εὐχαριστῶ σοι ὅτι ἤκουσάς μου. ᾿Εγὼ δὲ ἥδειν ὅτι πάντοτέ 
μου ἀκούεις, ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸν ὄχλον τὸν περιεστῶτα εἶπον, ἵνα πιστεύσωσιν 
ὅτι σύ με ἀπέστειλας. I am not quite sure that the import of this pas- 
sage has been thoroughly grasped by previous commentators. The 
words Πάτερ, εὐχαριστῶ σοι ὅτι ἤκουσάς μου were spoken aloud in the 
hearing of the bystanders, whom Jesus wished to understand that for 
the resuscitation of Lazarus which was about to be performed he had 
prayed to God, as all pious people would do who beseech for a divine 
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favour, and that he had prayed to him as to his father, God granting 

his prayer as to his son and deputy upon earth. The following words, 

however, are addressed to God in an aside, and explain the reason why 

he uttered Ildrep, εὐχαριστῶ σοι ὅτι ἤκουσάς pov. After this aside he 

bids Lazarus loudly to come out of the grave. 

11-47. τί ποιοῦμεν; ὅτι οὗτος ὁ ἄνθρωπος πολλὰ σημεῖα ποιεῖ. What are 

weabout? Weare acting futilely in the way we proceed, allowing this 

man to perform his miracles. Cf. Acts 21-13 τί ποιεῖτε kAaiovres; what 

is the good of your weeping 3 1Cor.15-29 τί ποιήσουσιν οἱ βαπτιζόμενοι 

(read βασανιζόμενοι) ὑπὲρ τῶν νεκρῶν; what good is there in toiling so 
hard for the sake of men who are dead for good and all? The phrase 

τί ποιοῦμεν survives exactly in MGk in the form τί κάνουμε (= κάμνο- 

μεν = ποιοῦμεν), and it implies a negative, i.e. there is no sense in the 

way we are acting. Often it takes an affirmative form, namely, dev 

κάνουμε τίποτα, we do no good. 

11-48, ἀροῦσιν ἡμῶν καὶ τὸν τόπον καὶ τὸ ἔθνος. Will destroy both our 

country and our nation. Cf. Act.Paul. Thecl.32 ἀρθήτω ἡ πόλις ἐπὶ τῇ 

ἀνομίᾳ ταύτῃ. 

τὸν τόπον. Our country, our native land. So in MGk. 

12-6. τὸ γλωσσόκομον ἔχων τὰ βαλλόμενα ἐβάσταζεν. The versions 

took away or carried are not exact. The meaning of βαστῶ in MGk 

is often to keep (for oneself) in an unfavourable sense of embezzling. 

Reversely, having for ἔχων is too literal; we do not say of a cashier 

that he has the cash or of a clerk that he has the books, but that they 

keep the cash or the books. I should suggest that the best rendering 

would be keeping the money-bag he misappropriated the contributions. 

12-1 to 11. A passage awkwardly splitting the narrative concerned 

with Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem. It is an accretion made up from 

the Synoptics. The interpolator was unskilful; for by saying that 

Λάζαρος εἷς ἣν ἐκ τῶν ἀνακειμένων he has represented him as a guest 

whereas he was the host. Nor did he understand his text; Mark and 

Matthew quite intelligibly state that Jesus was anointed in view of 

his impending burial, but, though according to v. 5 the ointment had 

already been used up for that purpose, the interpolator says that Mary 

was to keep it for subsequent application. The section ἤλειψε τοὺς 

πόδας τοῦ ᾿Ιησοῦ καὶ ἐξέμαξε ταῖς θριξὶν αὐτῆς τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ is from 



28 ST JOHN XII 

Luke. The interpolator took ἤλειψε τοὺς πόδας τοῦ Ἰησοῦ from Lk 7-46 

ἤλειψέ μου τοὺς πόδας, and he took ἐξέμαξε ταῖς θριξὶν αὐτῆς τοὺς πόδας 

αὐτοῦ from Lk 7-38 ταῖς θριξὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς αὐτῆς ἐξέμαξε (τοὺς πόδας). 

That is the reason for the repetition of τοὺς πόδας ; an original writer 

would of course have written ἤλειψε τοὺς πόδας TOD ᾿Ιησοῦ καὶ ἐξέμαξεν 

αὐτοὺς ταῖς θριξὶν αὐτῆς. 
12-10. ἐβουλεύσαντο δὲ οἱ ἀρχιερεῖς ἵνα καὶ τὸν Λάζαρον ἀποκτείνωσιν, 

ὅτι πολλοὶ δι᾿ αὐτὸν ὑπῆγον τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων καὶ ἐπίστευον εἰς τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν. In 

MGk, when reference is made to a man’s action with disapproval or 

astonishment, to the verb denoting that action the verb πηγαίνει (= 

ὑπάγει, πορεύεται) is often added without any notion of going. So is it 

here. By ὑπῆγον being added to ἐπίστευον the indignation of the 

chief priests is indicated at so many Jews believing in Christ. The 

rendering therefore went away and believed, as well as the marking 

of a comma after τῶν Ἰουδαίων, are wrong. This MGk peculiarity 

goes back to Hellenistic times. Cf. Mt 18-30 ἀπελθὼν ἔβαλεν αὐτὸν εἰς 

τὴν φυλακήν. 22-15 πορευθέντες οἱ Φαρισαῖοι συμβούλιον ἔλαβον ὅπως 

αὐτὸν παγιδεύσωσιν (where it is wrong in the English version to split 

the clause by marking a comma after Pharisees). Lk 8-14 πορευόμενοι 

συμπνίγονται (where go forth and are choked in the A.V. is likewise 

wrong, whilst as they go on their way they are choked of the R.V. is 

even absurd). Several examples of this kind occurring in the Septua- 

gint point to a similar usage in Hebrew. Cf. Gen.35-21 ἐπορεύθη Ῥου- 

βὴν καὶ ἐκοιμήθη μετὰ Βαλλᾶς. Deut.11-28 ἐὰν πλανηθῆτε ἀπὸ τῆς ὁδοῦ 

ἧς ἐνετειλάμην ὑμῖν πορευθέντες λατρεύειν θεοῖς ἑτέροις. 29-18 πορευθέντες 

λατρεύειν τοῖς θεοῖς τῶν ἐθνῶν. 29-26 πορευθέντες ἐλάτρευσαν θεοῖς ἑτέροις. 

Jos.23-16 πορευθέντες λατρεύσητε θεοῖς ἑτέροις. Judg.14-3 πορεύῃ λαβεῖν 

γυναῖκα ἀπὸ τῶν ἀλλοφύλων. Jer.3-8 ἐπορεύθη καὶ ἐπόρνευσε. Occasion- 

ally, however, no disapproval is meant, as for instance in Jn 15-16 

ἵνα ὑμεῖς ὑπάγητε καὶ καρπὸν φέρητε. I may add that in πάντα εἰπεῖν of 

Mart.Petr.2 the word πάντα should not be eliminated as Lipsius sug- 
gested, but emended into Bavra (= πορευθέντα). 

12-15. καθήμενος ἐπὶ πῶλον ὄνου. Zach.9-9, whence this was taken, 

gives πῶλον νέον, and not πῶλον ὄνου. One might account for the di- 

vergence by ascribing it to a lapse of memory but that in v. 14 the text 

says ὀνάριον, which is the same as πῶλον νέον. It was essential that 
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Jesus should be represented as having sat upon an animal which had 

not been polluted (see my note on 19-34) by the touch of mortal man ; 

ef. Mk 11-2 πῶλον ἐφ᾽ ὃν οὐδεὶς οὔπω ἀνθρώπων ἐκάθισε. Hence πῶλον 

γέον seems indispensable. 

12-16. ὅτε ἐδοξάσθη ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς. When Jesus was beatified or died. See 

my notes on 17-19 and 21-19. 

12-27, τί εἴπω; Πάτερ, σῶσόν pe ἐκ τῆς ὥρας ταύτης; ᾿Αλλὰ διὰ τοῦτο 

ἦλθον εἰς τὴν ὥραν ταύτην. Πάτερ, δόξασόν σου τὸ ὄνομα. Ἦλθεν οὖν φωνὴ 

ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ Καὶ ἐδόξασα καὶ πάλιν δοξάσω. The reading with τὸ ὄνομα 

has nothing to recommend it. It is not apparent what prompts our 

Lord’s prayer as it stands in the text; it is only by surmises unwar- 

ranted by the words that commentators, who desperately hold fast to 

their predilections for certain manuscripts, strive to explain it. But 

a variant gives τὸν υἱὸν instead of τὸ ὄνομα, and this is what the con- 

text demands. Both in what precedes and what follows Jesus speaks 

of himself. He does not deprecate his passion, since for that very pur- 

pose he was incarnated, but he prays for his prompt deliverance and 

glorification, i.e. for his prompt return to heaven. The heavenly 

voice answers that as he was glorified before (by being enthroned on 

the right hand of God), so shall he be glorified again by being received 

up into heaven. That δοξάσω designates this ἀνάληψις is clear from 

ἐὰν ὑψωθῶ ἐκ τῆς γῆς Of V. 32. 

13-32. καὶ ὃ θεὸς δοξάσει αὐτὸν ἐν αὐτῷ. In my note on Rom.1-19 

φανερόν ἐστιν ἐν αὐτοῖς I wrote as follows: ‘ Jannaris ὃ 1562 says: 

“The metaphorical (instrumental) use of ἐν becomes considerably fre- 

quent in Hellenistic times, notably among biblical writers and their 

imitators, who often go so far as to place it before any dative, a 

phenomenon which points to Hebrew influence and moreover indicates 

the retreat of the loose dative.” The partiality to this idiom in conse- 

quence of its frequent appearance in the LXX eventually led to its being 

employed instead of the dative with ὑπό. Cf. Rom.8-4 τὸ δικαίωμα τοῦ 

νόμου πληρωθῇ ἐν ὑμῖν (= ὑφ᾽ ὑμῶν). 1 Cor.6-2 ἐν ὑμῖν κρίνεται ὁ κόσμος. 

Col.1-16 ἐν αὐτῷ ἐκτίσθη τὰ πάντα. This led to ἃ further most absurd 

abuse in that ἐν αὐτῷ was occasionally foisted upon active verbs by 

writers affecting a sacred style as a sort of repetition of the subject. 

So Eph.1-4 ἐξελέξατο ἡμᾶς ἐν αὐτῷ. 1-9 ἣν προέθετο ἐν αὐτῷ (ΞΞ ἣ προε- 
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τέθη ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ). 2-15 ἵνα τοὺς δύο κτίσῃ ἐν αὐτῷ. 2-16 ἀποκτείνας τὴν 

ἔχθραν ἐν αὐτῷ. Rom.1-24 ἀτιμάζεσθαι τὰ σώματα αὐτῶν ἐν αὐτοῖς (Mss 

ἑαυτοῖς). 1-27 ἐν αὐτοῖς (some Mss ἐν ἑαυτοῖς) ἀντιλαμβάνοντες. Col. 

2-15 θριαμβεύσας αὐτοὺς ἐν αὐτῷ. Mart.Petr.7 θεμελιώσει ἐν αὐτῷ καὶ 

κρινεῖ ἐν αὐτῷ. XII Patr.Sim.6 ἥξει ὡς ἄνθρωπος καὶ σώξων ἐν αὐτῷ τὸν 

"Addu. Similarly 1 Thes.1-5 ἐγενήθημεν ἐν ὑμῖν (read ἡμῖν). The same 

is the case in this passage; ἐν αὐτῷ is a sort of repetition of ὁ θεός. 

This idiom, however, is too learned and artificial for St John’s style, 

and therefore I suspect that καὶ ὁ θεὸς δοξάσει αὐτὸν ἐν αὐτῷ along with 

καὶ εὐθὺς δοξάσει αὐτὸν are not genuine. 

13-38. οὐ μὴ ἀλέκτωρ φωνήσῃ ἕως οὗ ἀπαρνήσῃ με τρίς. Nay, it will 

not be long before thou deniest me; thow wilt deny me before even this 

very night is spent and the cock crows thrice. But I suspect that τρὶς 

is spurious, being intruded with the object of bringing John’s story 

into harmony with that in the Synoptics. It seems to me that Peter 

only denied his master once, for there was only one occasion on which 

he was asked whether he was with Jesus, that recorded in 18-25; the 

denial in v. 27 is only in appearance a second denial, for it is but an 

affirmation of the previous one. For the denial to the maid see my 

note on 18-16 to 27. 

14-2. ἐν τῇ οἰκίᾳ τοῦ πατρός μου μοναὶ πολλαὶ εἰσίν" εἰ δὲ μὴ, εἶπον ἂν 

ὑμῖν ὅτι πορεύομαι ἑτοιμάσαι τόπον ὑμῖν. This is a positive riddle un- 

solved so far. But I may venture a suggestion that possibly instead 

of εἰ δὲ μὴ εἶπον ἂν ὑμῖν ὅτι the original reading was ἤδη εἶπον ὑμῖν ὅτι, 

as I have already told you, Iam going to prepare your abode among the 

numerous heavenly resting-places. I should say that this alteration 

meets the context. At that time the adherents to Christianity, who 

had expected an advent of the kingdom of God in their lifetime, were 

bitterly disappointed to see the deaths of the faithful; and as a con- 

solation to them, Jesus is represented as having clearly foretold that all 

would die, as even himself and the Apostles had died, but that such 

deaths only meant a transition from this world to bliss in heaven. 

An explanation of the awkward fact of the deaths had also to be 

given to the Thessalonians ; see 2 Thes.2-1 ff. My suggestion, however, 

presupposes a previous conversation respecting πορεύομαι ἑτοιμάσαι 

τόπον ὑμῖν, but no such conversation is recorded in our Gospel. 
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The idea of this consolation may have been suggested by Isa.56-4 

τάδε λέγει κύριος Ὅσοι ἂν φυλάξωνται τὰ σάββατά μου καὶ ἐκλέξωνται ἃ 

ἐγὼ θέλω καὶ ἀντέχωνται τῆς διαθήκης μου, δώσω αὐτοῖς ἐν τῷ οἴκῳ μου καὶ 

ἐν τῷ τείχει μου τόπον ὀνομαστόν. 

εἶπον ἂν ὑμῖν ὅτι πορεύομαι. Usually a semicolon is marked between 

ὑμῖν and ὅτι, and the English Version translates accordingly. But Ch. 

Bruston in the Revue des Etudes grecques, Janvier-Mars 1925, p. 16, 

points out that the correct rendering is je vous aurais dit que je vais. 

That is what my own translation of the Gospels gives. 

14-16. παράκλητον. Taylor in Pirqé Aboth, p. 69, says: ‘ We have 

here in a Hebrew form the word παράκλητος, or advocate (1 Jn 2-1), 

one who is called to a person’s aid, which is rendered, perhaps 

wrongly, COMFORTER in Jn 14-16 and 26.15-26.16-7.’ But παράκλητος 

must have a meaning analogous to one of the meanings of παρακαλεῖν, 

and that of comforting suits the spirit of the passage admirably. I, 

says Jesus, was sent to you by my father to cheer you in this miserable 

world with the assurance of a better life hereafter ; when I am gone, 

my father will send you the Holy Ghost as a continuator of my office. 

Παράκλητος certainly signifies an advocate or mediator in 1Jn 2-1; 

but how does an advocate come into this passage ? 

14-17. τὸ πνεῦμα τῆς ἀληθείας. A periphrasis both here and in 15-26 

for τὸ ἀληθὲς or ἀληθινὸν πνεῦμα, the Holy (see my note on 3-21) Ghost, 

ἀληθὲς being a synonym of ἅγιον, as explained in my note on 3-21. The 

same combination twice occurs in XII Patr. Jud.20 in contrast to τὸ 

πνεῦμα τῆς πλάνης, the context there showing that πλάνης means of sin, 
and therefore that ἀληθείας means of holiness, as it does in this passage. 

14-20. γνώσεσθε ὑμεῖς. The pronoun added with emphasis ; it is you 

who will know and not 6 κόσμος (cf. vv. 17 and 22), the wicked and 

infidel world. 

14-21. ὃ ἔχων τὰς ἐντολάς pou καὶ τηρῶν αὐτάς. In my note on Rom. 

1-13 I have suggested that ἔχων stands here for σχὼν, as it often does 

(see my note on 5-39), for otherwise there would be a tautology, ἔχων 

as a present and τηρῶν being practically synonymous. Or perhaps the 

true reading is ποιῶν and not τηρῶν. Cf. Neh.1-9 ἐὰν φυλάξητε τὰς ἐν- 

ToAds pov καὶ ποιήσητε αὐτάς. 10-29 φυλάσσεσθαι καὶ ποιεῖν τὰς ἐντολάς. 

Lev.26-3 τὰς ἐντολάς μου φυλάσσησθε καὶ ποιήσητε. Josh.23-6 φυλάσσειν 
Χ, a , . , te 

και TOLELY παντα TA γεγραμμένα, ete. 
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14-22. τί γέγονεν; How is it possible? The same is the sense in 

2Act.Pil.11-3. 
τί γέγονεν ὅτι ἡμῖν μέλλεις ἐμφανίζειν σεαυτὸν καὶ οὐχὶ τῷ κόσμῳ; ᾿Απε- 

κρίθη ὃ ̓ Ιησοῦς καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ Ἐάν τις ἀγαπᾷ με, τὸν λόγον μου τηρήσει καὶ 

ὃ πατήρ μου ἀγαπήσει αὐτὸν καὶ πρὸς αὐτὸν ἐλευσόμεθα καὶ μονὴν παρ᾽ αὐτῷ 

ποιησόμεθα. How is it possible that thou shouldst manifest thyself to us 

and not to (all) the world? If we see thee, all the world equally will. 

Jesus’ answer is not direct, but its meaning is clear: Nay, all will 

not see me ; the one whom my father and I shall visit and to whom 

thus we shall manifest ourselves is he alone who loves me as you do 

and keeps my commandments. 
14-30. ἔρχεται yap ὁ τοῦ κόσμου ἄρχων. Kal ἐν ἐμοὶ οὐκ ἔχει οὐδὲν, 

ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα γνῷ ὁ κόσμος ὅτι ἀγαπῶ τὸν πατέρα, καὶ καθὼς ἐνετείλατό μοι ὅ 

πατὴρ, οὕτω ποιῶ. For the ruler of this world—namely, death identified 

with Satan—is coming, he has no power over me, and if I temporarily 

submit to him, J do so to obey my father’s desire that I should sacrifice 

myself for the sake of the redemption of all men. This is evidently 

the import of this passage, and it demands ἐπ᾽ ἐμοὶ and not ἐν ἐμοί. 

15-1. ἡ ἄμπελος. Paspati? contends, and I agree with him, that 

ἄμπελος here means vineyard, and not vine. It is the κλῆμα further 

on that is the vine, erroneously interpreted the branch. Both these 

errors are due to the Vulgate. Liddell and Scott register one instance 

of ἄμπελος in the sense of vineyard. In MGk ἀμπέλι(ον) and κλῆμα 
are specific terms for vineyard and vine respectively. 

15-8. ἐν τούτῳ ἐδοξάσθη (read δοξασθήσεται) ὁ πατήρ pou, iva καρπὸν 

πολὺν φέρητε καὶ γενήσεσθε ἐμοὶ μαθηταί. By this fact shall my father 

be glorified and you shall prove yourselves in the eyes of the world my 

true disciples, namely by the fact of producing much good as a conse- 

quence of your adherence to my precepts. It seems to me that δοξα- 

σθήσεται is indispensable, for in his whole discourse Jesus speaks of the 

future; besides, were ἐδοξάσθη correct, instead of φέρητε we should 

have had a past tense. 

ἵνα καρπὸν φέρητε. The same as an évapOpov infinitive. Cf. 6-29 τοῦτό 

1 τ ̓ Αλέξανδρος Πασπάτης delivered a lecture at Constantinople on the occa- 

sion of the publication of the Revised Version. This lecture was afterwards 
published in a pamphlet form and con some valuable suggestions. 
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ἐστι τὸ ἔργον τοῦ θεοῦ, ἵνα πιστεύητε (= τὸ πιστεύειν) εἰς ὃν ἀπέστειλεν. 

17-8 αὕτη δέ ἐστιν ἡ αἰώνιος ζωὴ, ἵνα γινώσκωσί (τὸ γινώσκειν αὐτοὺς) σε 

τὸν μόνον ἀληθινὸν θεόν. Lk 1-43 πόθεν μοι τοῦτο, ἵνα ἔλθῃ ἡ μήτηρ (τὸ 

ἐλθεῖν τὴνμητέρα) τοῦ κυρίου μου; 2 1π 6 αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ ἀγάπη, ἵνα περι- 

πατῶμεν (= τὸ περιπατεῖν ἡμᾶς) κατὰ τὰς ἐντολάς. Jn 4-34 ἐμὸν βρῶμά 

ἐστιν ἵνα ποιήσω (= τὸ ποιῆσαί pe) τὸ θέλημα τοῦ πέμψαντός με. 

καὶ γενήσεσθε ἐμοὶ μαθηταί, The import would have been clearer if 

this sentence stood after ἐν τούτῳ δοξασθήσεται 6 πατήρ pov; indeed, 

that may have been its position originally. 

15-20. εἰ τὸν λόγον pou ἐτήρησαν, καὶ τὸν ὑμέτερον τηρήσουσιν. The 

context requires a negative before both ἐτήρησαν and τηρήσουσιν (for 

its loss see my note on 5-46), for ταῦτα πάντα ποιήσουσιν els ὑμᾶς διὰ 

τὸ ὄνομά μου, ὅτι οὐκ οἴδασι τὸν πέμψαντά pe οὗ the following verse, as 

wellas μισεῖ ὑμᾶς ὁ κόσμος of v. 19, assert that this blind and malig- 

nant world has ever hated the Apostles, and therefore nothing but 

violence, and not conformity with their teaching, was to be expected 

therefrom. ; 

15-26. ὅταν δὲ ἔλθῃ ὁ παράκλητος, τὸ πνεῦμα τῆς ἀληθείας, ἐκεῖνος 

μαρτυρήσει περὶ ἐμοῦ, καὶ ὑμεῖς δὲ μαρτυρεῖτε, ὅτι ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐστέ. 

After saying that the Holy Ghost shall bear witness of him, it is 

strange that Jesus should invoke the testimony of the disciples, who 

after all were but mere men. I read καὶ ὑμῖν δὲ μαρτυρήσει. Not only 

shall the Holy Ghost testify of me, but of you also, who from the begin- 

ning have been cleaving to me through all my vicissitudes. John 

mostly says μαρτυρῶ περί τινος, but also in 3-26 and 5-33 μαρτυρῶ τινι. 

τὸ πνεῦμα τῆς ἀληθείας. The Holy Ghost; see my note on 14-17. 

16-2. ἀποσυναγώγους ποιήσουσιν ὑμᾶς, ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχεται dpa iva πᾶς ὁ 

ἀποκτείνας ὑμᾶς δόξῃ λατρείαν προσφέρειν. You shall be excommuni- 

cated ; indeed, the world shall come to hate you so intensely that, 

were you even murdered, your murder would be applauded as though 

a sacrifice on the altar were performed. Such ought to be the sense 

of this passage; but from the use of ἀλλὰ an anticlimax ensues, and 

the murder is made to appear as a milder instead of a stronger sort 

of persecution. ᾿Αλλὰ therefore is a corruption of a word denoting 

indeed, in fact, nay; perhaps of ἀμὴν, which may have been mis- 

understood as ἂν μὴ = ἀλλὰ, see my note on 5-19. 

F 
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ἔρχεται ὥρα ἵνα δόξῃ. The same as ἔρχεται ὥρα τοῦ δόξαι. We have 

here, as often, a resolved infinitive. As Alford places no comma 

before iva, I presume that such was also his opinion, though his note 

is not clear. Similarly v. 32 ἔρχεται ὥρα iva σκορπισθῆτε. The sentence 

could be equally well expressed by ἔρχεται dpa ὅτε δόξει; cf. v. 25 

ἔρχεται ὥρα ὅτε οὐκέτι ἐν παροιμίαις λαλήσω. See also my note on 15-8. 

δόξῃ. Will appear; in this sense Acts 17-18 ξένων δαιμονίων δοκεῖ 

καταγγελεὺς εἶναι. 2 Cor.10-9 ἵνα μὴ δόξω ὡς ἂν ἐκφοβεῖν ὑμᾶς, etc. 

16-8, ἐλθὼν ἐκεῖνος (the Paraclete) ἐλέγξει τὸν κόσμον περὶ ἁμαρτίας 

καὶ περὶ δικαιοσύνης καὶ περὶ κρίσεως" περὶ ἁμαρτίας μὲν ὅτι οὐ πιστεύου- 

σιν εἰς ἐμὲ, περὶ δικαιοσύνης δὲ ὅτι πρὸς τὸν πατέρα ὑπάγω καὶ οὐκέτι θεω- 

ρεῖτέ με, περὶ δὲ κρίσεως ὅτι 6 ἄρχων τοῦ κόσμου κέκριται. The words in 

v. 10, which explain that Jesus will goto heaven as a consequence of 

δικαιοσύνη, show that this word signifies departure from this world 

combined with beatification; see my note on 17-19. The import of 

the whole passage is that when the Paraclete descends as a messenger 

from above, he will instruct all men respecting three things ; first, in 

respect of sin that it consists in unbelief; secondly, in respect of 

beatification that Jesus has been beatified by joining his father in his 

abode, where sinners are not destined (I read θεωροῦσί με for θεωρεῖτέ 

pe) to meet him; thirdly, in respect of condemnation that Satan, the 

prince of this world and continuator of evil, has been definitely con- 

demned and his power for ever broken by Jesus’ advent. Thus ὅτι 18 

declarative and not causal. 

ἐλέγξει. The same as μαρτυρήσει, διδάξει with a shade of reproof as 
from a master to pupils of slow intelligence. 

16-12. ἔτι πολλὰ ἔχω λέγειν ὑμῖν, ἀλλ᾽ od δύνασθε βαστάζειν ἄρτι. 

I have much else to tell you, but you cannot at present comprehend. The 

disciples were not yet enlightened enough to grasp all the true facts ; 

they would grasp them when the Holy Ghost came and revealed them. 

This inability of the disciples to understand is also referred to in 

Mk 9-32 οἱ δὲ ἠγνόουν τὸ ῥῆμα and in Lk 18-34 καὶ αὐτοὶ οὐδὲν τούτων 

συνῆκαν ; alsoin Mk 9-10, if we read, as I think we should καὶ τὸν 

λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν. 

βαστάζειν. In my notes on St Mark and St Matthew I have com- 

mented as follows : ‘Mk 9-10 καὶ τὸν λόγον ἐκράτησαν. κρατεῖν in the 
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sense of to understand is a Latinism reproducing tenere, a similar 

Latinism occurring in connection with βαστάζειν, a synonym of κρα- 

τεῖν [compare Acts 9-15 βαστάσαι τὸ ὄνομά μου with Apoc.2-13 κρατεῖς 

τὸ ὄνομά μου] in Jn 16-12. Compare also χωρεῖν in Mt 19-11 (where see 

Weiss’s note) as a translation of capere.’ In MGk κρατῶ and βαστῶ 

(= βαστάζω) are synonymous throughout all their meanings. 

16-22. οὐδεὶς αἴρει. A present as an emphatic and vivid form of the 

future. So exactly in MGk κανεὶς δὲ (= δὲν, not) σᾶς τὴν παίρνει. 

16-24. λήψεσθε ἵνα ἡ χαρὰ ὑμῶν ἡ πεπληρωμένη. You will receive 

complete joy. No comma should be marked after λήψεσθε, for ἵνα κτλ. 

is its object. Cf. 9-22 συνετέθειντο ἵνα ἀποσυνάγωγος γένηται, and often. 

17-1. δόξασόν σου τὸν υἱὸν ἵνα 6 υἱὸς δοξάσῃ σε. Glorify thy son, and thus 

the son will glorify thee. This idiom illustrated in my note on 10-17. 

17-8, τὰ ῥήματα ἃ ἔδωκάς μοι δέδωκα αὐτοῖς, καὶ αὐτοὶ ἔλαβον. I have 

explained in my note on Rom.6-17 that ἔδωκας here is employed in the 

sense of παρέδωκας, thou hast taught ; such is the case also of δέδωκα 

in v. 14. In that same note I have dealt with ἔλαβον as equivalent 

to παρέλαβον, they have learnt. 

17-12. ἐτήρουν αὐτοὺς ἐν τῷ ὀνόματί cou ᾧ δέδωκάς μοι, καὶ ἐφύλαξα καὶ 

οὐδεὶς ἐξ αὐτῶν ἀπώλετο. The sentence ᾧ δέδωκάς μοι evidently refers to 

the Apostles; cf. v. 6 ἐφανέρωσά σου τὸ ὄνομα τοῖς ἀνθρώποις ods δέδωκάς 
μοι. 18-9 ods δέδωκάς μοι οὐκ ἀπώλεσα ἐξ αὐτῶν οὐδένα. Jesus pleaded 

for his disciples in v. 9 ἐρωτῶ περὶ ὧν δέδωκάς μοι, and the fact that he 

did so a second time in this passage was perceived by that student 

who substituted the variant ots for ᾧ. Buta second variant ὃ in the 

form ὅτι is the one probably which represents the true reading, it 

being the undeclinable relative particle explained in my note on 1-16. 

This remark applies equally to v.11, where we find the same varia- 

tions, and to v. 24, where the reading varies between ὃ and οὕς. 

17-15, οὐκ ἐρωτῶ ἵνα ἄρῃς αὐτοὺς ἐκ τοῦ κόσμου. When I said that 

my disciples are not of the world, I did not mean to go so far as to 

pray that they should be taken from the world or die. This probably 

has reference to John, and I surmise that it is a hint that our 

Lord never prayed for this disciple’s death, a modest way of saying 

that he prayed for his immortality; see my note on 21-20. In his 

unusually advanced years John must have come to persuade himself 
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that he was not destined to die before the reappearance of Christ. 

I can fancy a crowd of interested sycophants about his person com- 

forting him, when he was infirm and tottering, by constantly dinging 

in his ears a gradually evolved promise of immortality. 

17-19. ἁγιάζω ἐμαυτόν. 1 saint myself, I die. So ἡγιάσθη in Hebr. 

10-29. How ἁγιάζεσθαι came to denote to die I have sketched in my 

note on Rom.6-7, as follows: ‘Among the Greeks a dead man is re- 

ferred to as 6 συχωρεμένος [or μακαρίτης], the forgiven one, and this idea 

dates from old times, as proved by the customary proclamation at 

funeral rites ὃ ἀποθανὼν δεδικαίωται. As a development a dead man 

so forgiven became in the popular imagination a δίκαιος, a sinless 

man, a saint.’ Thus by saying that a man ἡγιάσθη people often would 

only mean that he died. 

17-21. ἵνα καὶ αὐτοὶ ἐν ἡμῖν dow. Probably iva καὶ αὐτοὶ ἕν ὦσιν, an 
exhortation to concord, for at the time when this Gospel was written 
discords had already infected the Church; see my note on Rom.10-14 
and 15. So here Jesus prays that all believers speak and act with 
one mind; if they did so, the world would be impressed and believe 
them to be Apostles of a Messiah. 

18-5. Λέγει αὐτοῖς ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς ᾿Εγὼ εἰμί. Εἱστήκει δὲ καὶ Ἰούδας ὁ παρα- 
διδοὺς αὐτὸν μετ᾽ αὐτῶν. ‘Qs οὖν εἶπεν αὐτοῖς ᾿Εγὼ εἰμὶ, ἀπῆλθον εἰς τὰ 
ὀπίσω καὶ ἔπεσον χαμαί. What was the object of adding that Judas 
stood there with the guard? After leading the guard to the spot he 
takes no part in the proceedings, and the addition is otiose. But it is 
intelligible if we read ἀπῆλθεν and ἔπεσεν, variants which stand as 
corrections in G; they prepare us for what afterwards happens to 
Judas, He did not leave the guard after leading them to the garden, 
but was still by them when Jesus addressed them; and hearing the 
voice of the master whom during a long association he had learnt to 
revere and obey, he was suddenly awestruck, and retreating a few 
paces he fell on his face (see following note) to the ground.’ The narra- 
tive in this way gains enormously in logic as well as vividness. On 

1 A similar story is told by Clement of Alexandria (Div. Serv. 42) respect- ing a youth who had been befriended by John, but who during John’s 
absence turned a brigand. When the Apostle returned and hastened to find him, he, though by now a hardened criminal, was abashed when he sighted 
his benefactor, and forthwith fled. 
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the other hand, there was no occasion for the soldiers to be at all im- 

pressed, let alone to prostrate themselves before Jesus, who in their 

eyes was a mere outlaw; what they did was simply to seize him after 

a momentary pause, caused probably by Judas’ strange action, and 

bind him. Meantime the readings ἀπῆλθεν and ἔπεσεν have been 

treated with contempt by Baljon, v. Soden, and Souter; on the other 

hand, both Baljon and v. Soden record faithfully the variants ἀπῆλθαν 

and ἔπεσαν, which make no difference whatever to the sense. So much 

for profound theories. 

18-6. ἔπεσεν χαμαί. He fell down on his face, as the effect of awe or 

fear. Cf. Mt 17-6 ἔπεσον ἐπὶ πρόσωπον αὐτῶν καὶ ἐφοβήθησαν. Acts 9-3 

ἐξαίφνης περιήστραψεν αὐτὸν φῶς ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, καὶ πεσὼν ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν 

ἤκουσε φωνήν. Apoc.1-17 ὅτε εἶδον αὐτὸν, ἔπεσα πρὸς τοὺς πόδας αὐτοῦ 

ὡς νεκρός. Tob.12-16 ἔπεσον ἐπὶ πρόσωπον, ὅτι ἐφοβήθησαν. Dan.8-17 

ἦλθε (Ταβριὴλ) καὶ ἔστη ἐχόμενος τῆς στάσεώς μου, καὶ ἐν τῷ ἐλθεῖν ad- 

τὸν ἐθαμβήθην καὶ πίπτω ἐπὶ πρόσωπόν μου. 18 ἐν τῷ λαλεῖν αὐτὸν μετ᾽ 

ἐμοῦ πίπτω ἐπὶ πρόσωπόν pov. It is perhaps by these passages from 

Daniel that John’s episode was inspired. 

18-8. ᾿Απεκρίθη ὃ Ἰησοῦς Εἶπον ὑμῖν ὅτι ἐγὼ εἰμί: εἰ οὖν ἐμὲ ζητεῖτε, 

ἄφετε τούτους ὑπάγειν. Ἵνα πληρωθῇ ὁ λόγος ὃν εἶπεν, ὅτι obs δέδωκάς μοι 

οὐκ ἀπώλεσα ἐξ αὐτῶν οὐδένα, We have here to understand that the 

disciples scattered. This must have been thought pusillanimous, and 

probably some feeling still lingered in Christian circles against them 

for having fled, instead of making some effort to rescue the beloved 

master. So probably with a view to calming that feeling the matter 

is here represented as though the disciples did not abandon Jesus of 

their own accord but were sent away at his request, and as though 

this happened of necessity so that his promise that he would suffer 

no disciple to perish might be fulfilled. If my surmise be well 

founded, this representation of the matter shows acquaintance with 

actual historical events. 

18-10. Πέτρος οὖν ἔχων μάχαιραν εἵλκυσεν αὐτὴν καὶ ἔπαισε τὸν τοῦ 

ἀρχιερέως δοῦλον καὶ ἀπέκοψεν αὐτοῦ τὸ ὠτάριον τὸ δεξιόν' ἦν δὲ ὄνομα τῷ 

δούλῳ Μάλχος. This is another episode which I believe shows know- 

ledge of an historical fact. This fact is a wrangle which was still 

proceeding at the time of the composition of this Gospel. It must 
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have been common ground among all Christians that a sympathizer 

of Jesus did wound the servant of the high priest, thereby aggrava- 

ting the position of the master, who thus appeared in the eyes of the 

Roman authorities as the leader of a lawless gang. But the disputants 

disagreed as to who that sympathizer was. The one party, whose 

position is represented by our Gospel, maintained that Peter was the 

ageressor, asserting in support of their claim that they were the sole 

possessors of all the facts down to minute details; and it is in sup- 

port of this claim that such particulars as the name of the servant 

and the side of the ear, which would otherwise be mere verbiage, 

were inserted in our narrative. The opposite or Synoptical party, de- 

siring to exculpate Peter from the grave consequences of his impetuous 

action, imputed it to a different sympathizer but left his name 

unspecified. 

On another point. Which of the two versions is the more plausible ? 

The answer must be that the Synoptical party are out of court. The 

aggressor could be no other than one of the disciples, and if the 

Synoptics were at all familiar with the facts, they would needs have 

known and recorded his name. 

18-15. ἠκολούθει δὲ τῷ Ἰησοῦ Σίμων Πέτρος καὶ ἄλλος (a Variant καὶ ὁ 

ἄλλος) μαθητής. Ὁ δὲ μαθητὴς ἐκεῖνος ἦν γνωστὸς τῷ ἀρχιερεῖ καὶ συνεισ- 

HME τῷ ἸΙησοῦ εἰς τὴν αὐλὴν τοῦ ἀρχιερέως, ὁ δὲ Πέτρος εἱστήκει πρὸς τῇ 

θύρᾳ ἔξω. ᾿Εξῆλθεν οὖν ὁ μαθητὴς ὁ ἄλλος ὃς ἦν γνωστὸς τῷ ἀρχιερεῖ, καὶ 

εἶπε τῇ θυρωρῷ καὶ εἰσήγαγεν τὸν Πέτρον. Who was this other disciple 

that is associated with Peter and so vaguely alluded to? It is generally 

supposed that he was John himself; but this is inadmissible. For, in 

the first place, what was the object of specially suppressing this Apos- 

tle’s name? And, secondly, John was a humble fisherman who could 

not possibly haveany influence with an arrogant Sadducee, as he is here 

represented to have had, much less approach him at a time when as 

a high priest he was engaged in important judicial business; a Sad- 

ducee would not even so much as be conscious of John’s existence. 

There was, however, another disciple, a recent recruit, who was 

wealthy enough to enjoy some degree of influence, and that was Mark. 

His wealth is proved by the fact that, according to Acts 12-12, his 

house had the means of gathering and extending hospitality to 
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numerous adherents. It was probably also in his house that accord- 

ing to the Synoptical legend Jesus and the disciples foregathered for 

the Last Supper (Mk 14-17, etc.). Two further allusions in the New 

Testament to a person unnamed show that this person was a well- 

to-do man. One is in Mk 14-51, where a young man is robbed of 

a valuable coat made of Egyptian or fine linen (I correct ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ 

by ἀπ᾽ Αἰγύπτου, see my notes on St Mark and St Matthew); the other 

isin Mk 11-3, where it is said that Jesus sent to an unspecified friend 

for an ass when he stood in need of a special one upon which no one 

had sat before. Assuming then that the unnamed disciple was really 

Mark, why has his name been withheld? The explanation probably 

is that at one time a good deal of animus was developed against 

Mark either because he became estranged from Paul or because on 

some point or points he did not see eye to eye with the other Apos- 

{168 ; and so it was sought to misrepresent him as having never risen 

tothe dignity of an authoritative disciple like the eleven (see also note 

on 19-26). This sentiment first discloses itself in the disparaging re- 

mark of Papias (see Euseb. EH.3-39) that Mark οὔτε ἤκουσε τοῦ κυρίου 

οὔτε παρηκολούθησεν αὐτῷ, ὕστερον δὲ Πέτρῳ. Jn 20-8 also appears to 

be an insinuation that the unnamed disciple, namely Mark (see my 

note on 20-2), at one time perversely hesitated to accede to the story 

propagated by the disciples or other believers as to Jesus having left 

the grave. Finally, I would point out the fact that the association of 

the mysterious disciple with Peter tallies with that of Mark with 

Peter in Papias, an association which reappears in 1 Pet.5-13 ἀσπά- 

ζεται ὑμᾶς ἡ ἐν Βαβυλῶνι συνεκλεκτὴ καὶ Μάρκος ὁ vids μου. 
Nor do I think that ἄλλος is sound. The original reading must 

have been cis véos, i.e. ANEOS, which being palaeographically not 

much dissimilar, became AAAOS under the influence of ἄλλος of v. 16, 

the corruption further extending to 20-2 and 8. The reading νέος has 

been preserved in Nonnus (see Tischendorf), who says καὶ νέος ἄλλος 

ἑταῖρος, one of his copies probably giving νέος and another ἄλλος. 

18-16. εἶπε τῇ θυρωρῷ καὶ εἰσήγαγε τὸν Πέτρον. He told the maid, the 

door-keeper, and she admitted Peter. Erasmus was right in taking the 

θυρωρὸς as the subject of εἰσήγαγε. It is an idiomatic syntax fully 

illustrated by Jannaris in § 1712, whence I borrow the following 
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clear instances: Nehem.13-9 εἶπα καὶ ἐκαθάρισαν. 19 εἶπα καὶ ἔκλεισαν. 

Chron. 74-2 ἐκέλευσε καὶ ἐκαύθη. Such instances, according to Jannaris, 

are in reality condensed sentences, i. 6. εἶπα ἵνα κλείσωσι καὶ ἔκλεισαν. 

So in our passage, εἶπε τῇ θυρωρῷ ἵνα εἰσαγάγῃ τὸν Πέτρον, καὶ ἡ θυρωρὸς 

εἰσήγαγεν αὐτόν. The idiom is still current ; Vlakhos v. καὶ “τὸν ἄφησαν 

καὶ ἀπέθανε, on Valaissé mourir.’ 1. 6. τὸν ἄφησαν νὰ πεθάνῃ καὶ πέθανε. 

18-16 to 27. We have probably here the original story οἵ Peter’s 

denials, from which the Synoptics drew. But it is somewhat confused, 

having been tampered with from a desire to adapt it to the three 

denials recorded in the Synoptics, for the Church had finally adopted 

the story in that form; see also my note on 13-38. The repetitions in 

v. 25 in almost identically the same terms of vv.17 and 18 μὴ καὶ σὺ ἐκ 

τῶν μαθητῶν εἶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου τούτου an ἦν δὲ καὶ 6 Πέτρος μετ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐσ- 

τὼς καὶ θερμαινόμενος point, as is often the case, to an accretion; see 

my note on 11-5. Then εἶπον οὖν αὐτῷ of v. 25 must have as its subject 

ot δοῦλοι καὶ οἱ ὑπηρέται of τ. 18, and this subject would not have been 

left out had not εἶπον originally followed of δοῦλοι καὶ of ὑπηρέται. 

Then it is strange that the maid asks Peter whether he was a disci- 

ple and nothing further happens; in fact, it is exceedingly strange 

that she presumed at all to put to Peter such an insulting question as 

whether he was a disciple of a public malefactor, when Peter was be- 

friended by a gentleman who must have been highly important in her 

eyes as an acquaintance of the high priest. The maid and her ques- 

tion, it seems to me, were merely intruded from Mk 14-66 with the 

design of completing the three denials. The suspicion of a manipula- 

tion is strengthened by the fact that in the Syr. Sinaiticus the exami- 

nation by the high priest precedes instead of following the introduction 
of Peter, and that the denial to the maid is not detached from the 
other denials. Lastly, both traditions are faulty, considering that 
they separate the examination from its result, i.e. from the carrying 
off of Jesus to the Roman authorities. 

What has happened seems to me to be this. When it was decided to 
effect the three denials by the inclusion of the episode of the maid, 
vv. 25 and 26 were removed to where they now stand with the 
addition of the introductory words ἣν δὲ Πέτρος ἑστὼς καὶ θερμαινό- 
μενος and their place was filled in by that episode. 
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18-24. ἀπέστειλεν οὖν αὐτὸν ὁ “Avvas δεδεμένον πρὸς Καϊάφαν τὸν 

ἀρχιερέα. Meyer : ‘In order to assign the hearing of vv. 19 to 21 to 

Caiaphas, some have taken critical liberties and placed v. 24 after 

y.14. So Cyril.’ There can be no question of a liberty at all in this 

transference. It possesses evidence of the highest value in its favour, 

that of the Syr. Sinaiticus, which however—more plausibly still— 

places the transference after v. 13. By such a transference we are 

saved all sorts of far-fetched expianations. 

18-28. ἄγουσιν οὖν. When this verse is connected with v. 23, it is 

easily seen that the conjunction required is one of continuation and 

not a syllogistic one. The variant δὲ therefore is preferable to οὖν. 

Herford, Christianity in Talmud, p. 88: ‘It is stated there [in 

Gemara]| that Jesus was put to death on the eve of the Passover ; the 

Florence codex adds that it was also the eve of the Sabbath. This is 

probably dependent on the Gospel story, and it is interesting to note 

that it agrees more with the Gospel of John than with the Synoptics.’ 

18-38. τί ἐστιν ἀλήθεια; What is the meaning of truth? For this 

force of ἐστὶν as equivalent to the meaning of cf. 7-36 τίς ἐστιν οὗτος 6 

λόγος ὃν εἶπε, what did he mean by what he said? 16-17 τί ἐστι τοῦτο ὃ 

λέγει ; Gal.4-24 dria ἐστιν ἀλληγορούμενα, the meaning of which is 

allegorical. Epl.4-9 τὸ δὲ ἀνέβη τί ἐστιν ; and what is the meaning of 

aveBy ? ClemA. Protr.8-80 ἡ σοφία, 7 ἐστιν ὃ λόγος αὐτοῦ, the wisdom 

which means his word. Mk 9-10 συζητοῦντες τί ἐστι τὸ ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀνα- 

στῆναι. Mt 1-28, 9-13. 12-7. 27-33. 27-62. Lk 2-11. 12-1. Gal.1-7. 

3-16. Pilate did not follow what Jesus meant by ἀλήθεια and answers 

petulantly What is this nonsense of yours about truth? and then he 

breaks off further examination as hopeless and goes out. In MGk, in 

answering impatiently, one would use exactly the same expression 

Τί θὰ πῇ (ΞΞ τί ἐστι) ἀλήθεια ; So Vlakhos v. λέγω “τί θὰ εἴπῃ αὐτό ; 

qwest-ce que cela veut dire? que signifie cela ?’ See also note on 20-16. 

Expositors, by taking ἐστὶν as equivalent to 7s, make the conversation 

incomplete. The ancient readers were equally led astray, and think- 

ing that something was missing, sought to complete the passage by 

adding what has been preserved in 1Act.Pilat.ch.3 Λέγει αὐτῷ ὃ 

Ἰησοῦς ᾿Αλήθεια ἐξ οὐρανοῦ. Λέγει ὃ Πιλάτος ᾿Επὶ γῆς ἀλήθεια οὐκ ἔστιν; 

Δέγει ὁ Ἰησοῦς τῷ Πιλάτῳ Ὁρᾷς οἱ τὴν ἀλήθειαν λέγοντες πῶς κρίνονται ἀπὸ 

τῶν ἐχόντων τὴν ἐξουσίαν ἐπὶ γῆς. 
G 
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19-5. ἴδε ὁ ἄνθρωπος. Pernot, Revue des Etudes grecques, no. 172, 

p. 366: ‘La phrase célébre ne me semble pas avoir été bien entendue. 

Elle signifie simplement Voici ’homme en question: Linguistiquement 

elle a pour équivalent le grec moderne courant va ὃ ἄνθρωπος ; comp. 

19-4 Ἴδε ἄγω ὑμῖν αὐτὸν ἔξω. C’est uncas ot Varticle a gardé quelque 

chose du démonstratif, ce qui se présente assez frequemment en grec, 

comme en frangais et ailleurs.’ 

19-15. ἄρον. Execute, destroy. So in Acts 21-36. Josep. Ant.16-1-1, 

both examples quoted by Bloomfield at Lk 23-18. Add Mart.Andr.13 

αἷρε κἂν ἡμᾶς τοὺς πολλὰ ἁμαρτήσαντας. Act.Paul. Thec.32, and often. 

Originally the expression perhaps was αἴρω τὴν κεφαλήν ; so Act. 

Andr. Matth.25 ἐὰν ἄρωμεν αὐτοῦ τὴν κεφαλὴν, if we behead him. 

19-17. Baordtwy ἑαυτῷ τὸν σταυρὸν ἐξῆλθεν. This sounds as though 

the initiative in the carrying of the cross rested with Jesus. Noris ἐξ- 

ἤλθεν appropriate to a criminal who was led out to execution; it should 

be ἀπήχθη. But there is a variant βαστάζων αὐτοῦ, from which I con- 

jecture βαστάζοντος αὐτοῦ τὸν σταυρὸν ἐξῆλθον, they went out, he (Jesus) 

carrying the cross. 

19-21. ot ἀρχιερεῖς τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων. Such a combination is not instanced 

elsewhere; nor could it be, since the ἀρχιερεῖς were but those of the 

Jews. Some documents, both Greek and versions, very properly omit 

τῶν ᾿Ιουδαίων. Only a few lines higher up the chief priests are called 

simply ἀρχιερεῖς, and there is no special reason why at this place they 

should need any qualification. 

19-23. ἄρραφος, ἄνωθεν ὑφαντὸς δι᾿ ὅλου. To the instances quoted by 

previous commentators regarding the meaning of δι᾿ ὅλου add Paus. 

3-17-6 δι᾿ ὅλου οὐκ ἔστιν εἰργασμένον. 8-14-5 τὰ ἀγάλματα διὰ παντὸς 

ἠπίσταντο ἐργάζεσθαι καθάπερ ἐσθῆτα ἐξυφαίνοντες. Orig. Cels.2-69 ἐν 

μιᾷ καὶ dv ὅλων (read δι᾽ ὅλου) ἡνωμένῃ πέτρᾳ. Oxyr.Pap.1277 στρωμά- 

των λινῶν ποικιλτῶν 8 ὅλου. Narr.Joseph.5 ἦν διὰ παντὸς (ὁ Ἰησοῦς) φῶς. 

19-24. μὴ σχίσωμεν αὐτὸν ἀλλὰ λάχωμεν περὶ αὐτοῦ. The Synoptics 

did not understand that the reason why no lots were cast for the 

χιτὼν was that it was a garment woven in one piece, which it would 

have been a pity to cut up; so they made the casting of the lots to 
apply to all the garments, although it would not matter if these were 
divided. In this particular also John’s account represents the original 
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legend. Meyer: ‘The account of John is more exact and complete 

than that of the Synoptics.’ 

19-26. Ἰησοῦς οὖν, ἰδὼν τὴν μητέρα καὶ τὸν μαθητὴν παρεστῶτα ὃν 

ἠγάπα, λέγει τῇ μητρὶ Γύναι, ἰδοὺ ὁ υἱός σου" εἶτα λέγει τῷ μαθητῇ ᾿Ιδοὺ ἧ 

μήτηρ σου. Καὶ ἀπ᾽ ἐκείνης τῆς ὥρας ἔλαβεν αὐτὴν ὁ μαθητὴς εἰς τὰ ἴδια, In 

my note on 18-8 (see also Mk 14-49 and Mt 26-56) I explain that the 

disciples deserted their master in the garden and scattered; and after 

the crucifixion they were so apprehensive that, as related in 20-19, 

they kept their door fastened during their gatherings for fear of 

molestation on the part of the mob. Peter too, when asked in the 

yard of the chief priest whether he was a disciple, had not the pluck 

to own it. How then could any disciple have dared to stand devoutly 

before the cross ? Therefore I distrust the genuineness of these verses. 

But if they are genuine, the disciple meant cannot be John ; nothing 

being said to the contrary, the Gospels must mean that he left the 

garden along with his fellows. Perhaps Mark was meant, the reason 

why his name has been suppressed being that explained in my note 

on 18-15. 

19-31. ἵνα μὴ μείνῃ ἐπὶ τοῦ σταυροῦ τὰ σώματα ἐν τῷ σαββάτῳ. This 

very skilfully by unforced steps leads to the lance thrust, which by 

the outflow of blood proved the continued vitality of the body. But 

the skill stops at this outflow, for when the vitality was ascertained 

one would have thought that the soldiers would have proceeded to the 

breaking of the legs. 

19-34, ἐξῆλθεν εὐθὺς αἷμα καὶ ὕδωρ. Modern critics, with the excep- 

tion of Hoffmann,Baumgirten, and Godet (see Meyer, p. 357, footnote), 

have failed to grasp the significance of the outflow of blood; hence 

countless physiological and other more or less fanciful explanations. 

But Origen saw it, for in Cels.2-69 he says ‘ τὸν μὴ Tots λοιποῖς νεκροῖς 

ὁμοῖον, ἀλλὰ ζωτικὰ σημεῖα Kal ἐν τῇ νεκρότητι δείξαντα, TO ὕδωρ Kal τὸ 

αἷμα.᾽ The persistency of the blood was to show that no dissolution or 

corruption had been suffered by the body, in accordance with the 

prophecy of Ps.15-10 οὐδὲ δώσεις τὸν ὅσιόν σου ἰδεῖν διαφθοράν. This in- 

corruptibility of Christ’s body became a frequent argument in early 

Christianity. In his speech reported in Acts 13-35 Paul dwells upon it, 

concluding that dv δὲ 6 θεὸς ἤγειρεν οὐκ εἶδε διαφθοράν. Peter also in 
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one of his speeches repeats that οὔτε ἡ σὰρξ αὐτοῦ εἶδε διαφθοράν ; see 

Acts 2-31. 

The following are the points of the belief held by early Apologists. 

(1) That Christ’s body did not suffer corruption, as explained above. 

(2) That the body was never polluted; it was shrouded ἐν σινδόνι 

καθαρᾷ with an enormous quantity of the aromatic spices prescribed 

by Jewish custom, and then deposited in a rock excavation newly 

made, in which no corpse had previously been interred. No hand of 

living man even touched the interior of this grave ; cf. Orig. Cels.2-69 

ἔδει ἐν καινῷ καὶ καθαρῷ γενέσθαι μνημείῳ, ἵνα ἡ ταφὴ ἔχῃ THY καθαρότητα, 

διὰ τοῦ συμβολικοῦ δηλουμένην ἐν τῷ ἀποτεθεῖσθαι αὐτοῦ τὸ σῶμα ἐν 

μνημείῳ καινῷ ὑφεστῶτι, οὐκ ἐκ λογάδων λίθων οἰκοδομηθέντι καὶ τὴν ἕνωσιν 

οὐ φυσικὴν ἔχοντι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μιᾷ καὶ δι’ ὅλων (read δι᾽ ὅλου) ἡνωμένῃ πέτρᾳ, 

λατομητῇ καὶ λαξευτῇ. This anxiety to prove Christ’s perfect freedom 

from physical pollution out of deference to Jewish susceptibilities goes 

back to his entry into Jerusalem, when, we are told, the ass upon 

which he sat had not been ridden before. (3) That Christ did not 

linger in the grave but left it at once, the interval between interment 

and his reappearance being occupied by his descensus ad inferos for 

the purpose of conquering death and hell and preaching to the dead ; 

cf. 1 Pet.3-19 τοῖς πνεύμασι ἐκήρυξεν. 4-6 νεκροῖς εὐηγγελίσθη. Accord- 

ing to Peter’s Gospel the preaching was completed before the dawn of 

the sabbath. 

ὕδωρ. Showing that the body had not dried up. 

19-35. kal ὁ ἑωρακὼς μεμαρτύρηκε--καὶ ἀληθινή ἐστιν αὐτοῦ ἡ μαρτυ- 

pla, κἀκεῖνος οἶδεν ὅτι ἀληθῆ λέγει --να καὶ ὑμεῖς πιστεύσητε. If what I 

argue in my note on 19-26 is convincing, this verse cannot be genuine, 

Were it genuine,it would here refer to John, but in that case we should 

have had not the perfect, but the present μαρτυρεῖ, as in 21-24 οὗτός 

ἐστιν ὁ μαθητὴς ὃ μαρτυρῶν περὶ τούτων. I have no doubt that it is an 

interpolation framed on the lines of 21-24 οὗτός ἐστιν ὁ μαθητὴς ὃ 

μαρτυρῶν περὶ τούτων καὶ γράψας ταῦτα, καὶ οἴδαμεν ὅτι ἀληθής ἐστιν ἡ 

μαρτυρία αὐτοῦ. The interpolator probably replies to an antagonist who 

hadargued that the outflow of blood from a dead body was impossible. 

κἀκεῖνος οἶδεν ὅτι ἀληθῆ λέγει. A pointless remark. Read ὁ κύριος for 

κἀκεῖνος. And the Lord knows that whut the eye-witness says is true. 
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iva kat ὑμεῖς πιστεύσητε. This depends from μεμαρτύρηκε, the inter- 

vening words being a parenthesis. 

19-39. ἦλθε δὲ καὶ Νικόδημος φέρων μίγμα σμύρνης καὶ ἀλόης ὡς 

λίτρας ἑκατόν. Bloomfield : ‘Immense quantities of spices were burnt 

[at funerals], especially when great respect was meant to be shown to 

the dead. So Jos, Ant.15-3-4 notices the great quantity of θυμιάματα 

at the funeral of Aristobulus. And so, speaking of Herod’s funeral 

(Ant.17-10), he says that there were fifty dpwuaroddpo.’? Add Plut. 

Sull.38 λέγεται δὲ τοσοῦτον πλῆθος ἀρωμάτων εἰσενεγκεῖν αὐτῷ, ὥστε, 

ἄνευ τῶν ἐν φορήμασι δέκα καὶ διακοσίοις διακομιζομένων, πλασθῆναι μὲν 

εἴδωλον εὐμέγεθες αὐτοῦ Σύλλα, πλασθῆναι δὲ καὶ ῥαβδοῦχον ἔκ τε λι- 

βανωτοῦ πολυτελοῦς καὶ κιναμώμου. 2 Μ80.4-49 τὰ πρὸς τὴν κηδείαν 

αὐτῶν μεγαλοπρεπῶς ἐχορήγησαν. 2 Paral.16-14 ἔθαψαν αὐτὸν καὶ ἐκοί- 

μισαν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τῆς κλίνης, καὶ ἔπλησαν ἀρωμάτων καὶ γένη μύρων μυ- 

ρεψῶν καὶ ἐποίησαν αὐτῷ ἐκφορὰν μεγάλην ἕως σφόδρα. As is the case 

to-day with the quantity of flowers offered, so in those times the 

greater the weight of spices the more important the dead friend 

would appear in the eyes of the public ; that is why such an enormous 

weight as 100 litres is mentioned. 

20-2. ἔρχεται πρὸς Σίμωνα Πέτρον καὶ πρὸς τὸν ἄλλον μαθητὴν ὃν 

ἐφίλει ὁ Ἰησοῦς. Here also I suspect that the original reading was 

πρὸς τὸν νέον μαθητὴν (see my note on 18-15), and that by the sub- 

stitution of τὸν ἄλλον for τὸν νέον and the addition of ὃν ἐφίλει ὁ Ἰησοῦς, 

taken from 21-7, the passage was altered so that it might fit John. 

The remark in v. 8 that eventually the disciples in question saw 

and believed presupposes a previous disbelief; and such a disbelief 

cannot possibly be attributed to John. In v. 5 it is related that 

the disciple looked into the grave and saw the shroud but did not 

enter, and one does not understand why this detail; but the reason 

for its addition is clear if the disciple was Mark and if at some time 

his version was that he did see the body in the grave, a statement 

which the other disciples sought to refute by maintaining that Mark, 

distinguishing but imperfectly from outside, was deceived and took 

the shroud for the body. The difficulty attached to disbelief on the 

part of John must have been felt by others, for at v. 8 three minus- 

cules and twice Eusebius (see Tischendorf) give εἶδον καὶ ἐπίστευσαν 
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instead of εἶδε καὶ ἐπίστευσε. At v.9 we have οὐδέ πω yap ἤδεισαν τὴν 

γραφήν; who were the persons represented by the plural? They 

could not be the eleven. But δὲ and old Latins read the singular, 

most probably meaning Mark. 

οὐκ οἴδαμεν. Throughout this chapter it is Magdalen alone who 

speaks and acts. So οἴδαμεν must stand for οἶδα. In my note on 

Rom.1-5 I have commented ‘ ἐλάβομεν = ἔλαβον. So Gal.1-8 einyye- 

λησάμεθα. 2 Pet.1-1 ἡμῖν (= ἐμοὶ) etc. In post-classical times the 

employment of the plural in the first person instead of the singular 

spread extensively, so that it occurs in demotic private letters. Cf. 

Oxyr.Pap.1479 Φιλομούσῳ εἰρήκαμεν. 1481 ἡμῖν. 1491 ἡμῶν. For the 

plural, though a singular precedes, and vice versa, cf. Lk 23-14 and 15 

εἷρον-- ἡμᾶς etc. Probably also Eph.3-13 ταῖς θλίψεσί μου ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν 

(Mss ὑμῶν). Add Gal.4-14 τὸν πειρασμὸν ἡμῶν (Mss ὑμῶν) ἐν τῇ σαρκίμου. 

20-7. θεωρεῖ τὰ ὀθόνια κείμενα, καὶ τὸ σουδάριον, ὃ ἦν ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλῆς 

αὐτοῦ, οὐ μετὰ τῶν ὀθονίων κείμενον ἀλλὰ χωρὶς ἐντετυλιγμένον εἰς ἕνα 

τόπον. There must have been some reason for giving this detail of the 

napkin of the head not lying together with the shroud, but apart in 

a place by itself and rolled up; but not knowing all the objections 

raised at the time, we shall probably never guess that reason. 

20-9. οὐδέ πω γὰρ ἤδεισαν τὴν γραφήν. Well translated by for as yet 

they knew not the Scripture, for οὐδέ πω = a simple οὔ πω, as οὐδὲν often 

= οὔ; cf, Lk 23-40, Acts 4-21, ete. Jannaris δὲ 1798 and 1799: ‘ We 

very often find οὐδὲν as mere equivalent of οὔ. Οὐδὲν was reduced by 

apbaeresis to δὲν, a form ever since universally current in MGk.’ 

This evolution of οὐ into οὐδὲν or μὴ into μηδὲν goes back to classical 

times ; cf. Plat. Soph.254¢ λόγου ἐνδεεῖς μηδὲν γιγνώμεθα. For οὐδέ πω or 

μηδέ πω = οὔ πω or μή πω cf. Luc.1VH.8 ὅσον οὐδέ πω καρποφορήσειν 

ἔμελλον. Aclian.VH.12-57 προσημαίνοντες τὰς ὅσον οὐδέ πω τύχας. Oxyr. 
Pap. Nos. 1424 and 1527, ete. 

20-15. κύριε. Qu. κηπουρέ. 

21-5, παιδία, The same as παῖδες, lads, boys, mates. Sophocles 

registers one example in this sense from the tenth century. Soin 
MGk παιδιὰ and in French enfants. The diminutive addition very 
early after the classical period became a mere suffix without any 
diminutive force; Coraes has treated of this phenomenon in his Plu- 
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tarch. See my note on 21-8 andcf. Acts 5-6. The English translation 

children is incorrect. 

μή τι προσφάγιον ἔχετε; Here also the A.V. rendering have ye any 

meat is incorrect, and the R.V. have ye aught to eat has made things 

worse. Προσφάγιον is a synonym of ὄψον, anything eaten with bread 

to give it flavour and relish, as Liddell and Scott interpret ὄψον. 

Hesychius ‘ ὄψον, προσφάγιον.᾽ Thatis why Clemens Alex. reproduces 

this sentence as μή τι ὄψον ἔχετε. And here, προσφάγιον means ὄψον in 

its signification of fish, of which Sophocles cites several instances. 

Liddell and Scott quote from Plut.2-667 f πολλῶν ὄντων ὄψων éxvevi- 

κηκεν ὃ ἰχθὺς μόνος ἢ μάλιστά ye ὄψον καλεῖσθαι. And ὄψον eventually 

became [ὀψάρι[ον (see Sophocles), which now is the only term for fish 
in use. That προσφάγιον here means fish is clear from Jesus telling the 

disciples that by casting the net again they would find προσφάγιον. 

21-7. Πέτρος, ἀκούσας ὅτι ὁ κύριός ἐστι, ἔβαλεν ἑαυτὸν εἰς τὴν θάλασ- 

σαν. Οἱ δὲ ἄλλοι μαθηταὶ τῷ πλοιαρίῳ ἦλθον (οὐ γὰρ ἦσαν μακρὰν ἀπὸ τῆς 

γῆς ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἀπὸ πηχῶν διακοσίων) σύροντες τὸ δίκτυον τῶν ἰχθύων. The 

reason given for the other disciples returning in the boat, namely 

that it was lying but at a short distance from the shore, is surely 

meaningless. In what other way could they have returned whether 

the distance was short or long? But the reason is rational if it was 

meant to explain how Peter was able to swim to the shore; hecould 

do so because of the short distance. The parenthesis therefore should 

be removed to after ἔβαλεν ἑαυτὸν eis τὴν θάλασσαν, and that is its 

place in the Syr. Sinaiticus. Baljon, however, v. Soden and Souter have 

ignored this variation. 

Πέτρος τὸν ἐπενδύτην διεζώσατο (ἦν γὰρ γυμνὸς) καὶ ἔβαλεν ἑαυτὸν eis 

τὴν θάλασσαν. Overcoats are not put on when people are about to 

swim ; they are taken off. Instead therefore of the words διεζώσατο (ἦν 

yap γυμνὸς) the genuine reading was merely ἀπεζώσατο, took of. When 

this was misread as διεζώσατο, a comment on the margin explaining 

the reason why Peter put on his coat was tranferred by another 

commentator into the text. 

ἔβαλεν ἑαυτὸν eis τὴν θάλασσαν. Peter, in his impatience to join 

Jesus, would not wait a minute until the boat was made ready 

to return, but preferred to swim out at once. 
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21-8. τῷ mAovapiw. The same as τῷ πλοίῳ. For the diminutive 

suffix see my note on 21-5. 

21-9. βλέπουσιν ἀνθρακιὰν κειμένην καὶ ὀψάριον ἐπικείμενον καὶ ἄρτον. 

The old Latin versions found καιομένην, carbones incensos, and not 

κειμένην, and so did the Syr. Sinaiticus; and there ought to be no 

question that this reading, when considered on its own merits and 

apart from any preconceived notions as to the relative value of 

documents, is much preferable. Baljon, however, and Souter neglect 

καιομένην. Further, it seems to me that καὶ ὀψάριον ἐπικείμενον must be 

an intrusion, for, in accordance with v. 10 ἐνέγκατε ἀπὸ τῶν ὀψαρίων 

ὧν ἐπιάσατε νῦν, the fish was yet to come from the catch in the net 

dragged out by Peter. The intrusion was probably made with an ob- 

ject, that of reconciling this text with ὀψάριον of v. 13 (see my note on 

that verse), which was misunderstood to mean one fish, But in placing 

his words where he did, the interpolator did not perceive that he made 

the text read as though the bread also was lying upon the fire. 

Lastly, Syr. Sinaiticus adds κείμενον to ἄρτον ; the addition makes the 

meaning clearer, but is not indispensable. 

21-11. ᾿Ανέβη οὖν Σίμων Πέτρος καὶ εἵλκυσε τὸ δίκτυον εἰς τὴν γῆν. A 

variant ἐνέβη is preferable to ἀνέβη, if we supply εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν. It 

would state that Peter waded in and dragged the net out, as fisher- 

men do. On the other hand, ἀνέβη means either he landed or he went 

aboard. The former interpretation would make Peter reach the shore 

after the arrival of the boat, and not before as was his intention ; the 

latter would make him take unnecessary extra trouble by dragging 

the net out into the boat and thence upon the shore. The same 

variation in 6-17. 6-24. Mt 14-32. 15-39. 

21-12. οὐδεὶς δὲ ἐτόλμα τῶν μαθητῶν ἐξετάσαι αὐτὸν σὺ Tis εἶ, εἰδότες 

ὅτι ὁ κύριος ἐστίν. Words devoid of all sense where they stand; the 

explanations so far given are purely imaginative. But they would fit 

if the text was οὐκ εἰδότες instead of εἰδότες (for the loss of the nega- 

tive see my note on 5-46) and they followed v. 6 in that form. Thus, 

when the disciples saw so much fish caught where there was none be- 

fore, they would wonder as to who it was that could perform such 

a miracle, in the same way as when Jesus calmed the waters (Mt 

8-27); but, being awed by the miracle, they were loath to put a dis- 
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respectful question ; for ris εἶ σὺ, as is evident from MGk, is another 

way of saying thou art nobody. It was John only who recognized the 

Lord. 

21-13. τὸ ὀψάριον. Not one fish, but fish collectively, as in MGk and 

I presume in all languages. Cf. Nehem.13-16 φέροντες ἰχθὺν (similarly 

σταφυλὴν in v.15) καὶ πᾶσαν πρᾶσιν πωλοῦντες. Ezech.47-9 ἔσται ἐκεῖ 

ἰχθὺς πολύς. Num.11-22 πᾶν τὸ ὄψος (= ὀψάριον, see my note on 21- 

9) τῆς θαλάσσης. 

21-19. ποίῳ θανάτῳ δοξάσει τὸν θεόν. An old Latin variant eum 

(meant probably for ἑαυτὸν) instead οὗ τὸν θεὸν may represent the 

original reading. If so, δοξάσει ἑαυτὸν would be the same as δοξασθή- 

σεται, he will die; see my notes on 12-16 dre ἐδοξάσθη ὃ “Inoots and 17- 

19 ἁγιάζω ἐμαυτόν. But 1Pet.4-16 δοξαζέτω τὸν θεὸν ἐν τῷ ὀνόματι τούτῳ, 

to which commentators refer as a parallel, is different ; it means let 

him render thanks to God for being a Christian. Phil.1-20 μεγαλυνθή- 

σεται Χριστὸς ἐν τῷ σώματί pov would be an imitation of our passage 

after ἑαυτὸν became τὸν θεόν. 

21-20. ἐπιστραφεὶς ὁ Πέτρος βλέπει τὸν μαθητὴν ὃν ἠγάπα ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς 

ἀκολουθοῦντα. When Jesus bade Peter follow him, he meant that Peter 

was to die as he himself had died. If now John was also following, 

it would mean that he was also to die. But thus the point of this 

episode is ruined, for, as the context shows, an idea prevailed, born 

of his old age, that John would live on until the revelation. There- 

fore ἀκολουθοῦντα is not right. It is another case of the loss of the 

negative (see my note on 5-46), οὐκ having dropped out before ἀκ[ολου- 

θοῦντα 1 After this loss some students must have felt the unsuitability 

of ἀκολουθοῦντα, for δὲ and an old Latin Ms do not record it; of this 

variation Baljon takes no notice. 

1 I now see in v. Manen’s Conjecturaal Kritiek that in this conjecture 
T have been anticipated by Venema. 
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1-5. πρωτότοκος τῶν νεκρῶν. This should be πρωτότοκος ἐκ τῶν νεκρῶν, 

as it stands in Col.1-18, for Jesus was not the firstborn of the dead, 

but the first to emerge from the dead at the rebirth. Cf. also Acts 26- 

23 πρῶτος ἐξ ἀναστάσεως νεκρῶν. 

1-9. ἐν τῇ θλίψει καὶ βασιλείᾳ καὶ ὑπομονῇ. The reading βασιλείᾳ, 

placed as it is between the words θλίψει and ὑπομονῇ, should express, 

as they do, some kind of suffering, whereas it expresses the contrary. 

The right reading is supplied in 2-9 τὴν θλίψιν καὶ τὴν πτωχείαν Kal 

τὴν βλασφημίαν, in accordance with which we should read βλασφημίᾳ. 

Cf. also Eph.4-31 πικρία καὶ θυμὸς καὶ ὀργὴ καὶ κραυγὴ καὶ βλασφημία. 

It means a curse in the sense of woe. 

ἐν ᾿Ιησοῦ. By the help of Jesus. 

1-15. καμίνῳ πεπυρωμένης. A genitival solecism. Cf. Rom.4-17 θεῷ 

τοῦ ζωοποιοῦντος. 2Mac.1-2 πρὸς ᾿Αβραὰμ καὶ Ἰσαὰκ καὶ ᾿Ιακὼβ τῶν 

δούλων. 1 Act.Pil.16-5 καθεζόμενον διδάσκοντος. Mart.Petr.ch.3 καταπεσόν- 

τος αὐτοῦ ἐκλυθεὶς συστῇ. Act.Phil.139 κατέφυγον γινώσκοντος. Act. 

Ioan.10 τὸν μάγον ὡς μὴ σκευάσαντος. Gen.24-30 ἄνθρωπον ἑστηκότος. 
Just.341c φθεγγόμενον αὐτοὺς ὡς γινομένων. 

2-3. ἐβάστασας. The version thou didst bear is not accurate; the 

exact rendering is thou didst keep firm, thou didst not give in; so in 

ΜΚ, cf. Vlakhos ν. βαστῶ ‘ βάστα ! [φρ.], courage! βάστα καλά 1 tenez 

ferme! tenez bon!’ 

καὶ οὐ κεκοπίακας. The English version and hast not grown weary 

and Arethas’s καὶ οὐκ ἀπηγόρευσας are both due to a happy surmise as 

to what the context requires. But the text means and thow hast not 

laboured, In order to render the correct sense in accordance with the 
English version we must correct καὶ οὐκ ἐκκεκοπίακας. I have not met 

with ἐκκοπιάζειν elsewhere, but éxxdpvew (to grow weary), of which it 

is a synonym, is pretty frequent. Besides Sophocles registers ἀπο- 

κοπόω (= ἐκκοπόω) from Dionysios of Alexandria. A similar error in 
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Hebr.12-3 ἵνα μὴ κάμητε ταῖς ψυχαῖς ὑμῶν ἐκλυόμενοι, where we must 

read ἐκκάμητε, the sense being that you may not grow weary of your 

souls becoming exhausted (by suffering). Cf. Nicol.Damas. (Coraes’s 

edition, p. 232) μαστεύων Παρσώνδην éééxape,he grew weary of searching 

for Parsondes. In Lk 18-1 also the right word probably is ἐκκακεῖν 

and not ἐγκακεῖν. Cf. also ἀποκάμνειν. 

2-22. βάλλω αὐτὴν eis κλίνην Kal τοὺς μοιχεύοντας μετ᾽ αὐτῆς εἰς θλίψιν. 

It is clear from the context that κλίνην conceals a kind of punishment, 

and from the Armenian version κάμινον, recorded by Tischendorf, 

combined with κλίνην, I had guessed that the original reading was 

κλίβανον, and I have since seen in Souter that this is the word that 

the Armenians give, both the Oldandthe Vulgate. Jezebel was to be 

cast into an oven as worthless sticks unfit for any other purpose than 

for fuel to heat an oven with. Cf. Mt 6-30 τὸν χόρτον τοῦ ἀγροῦ σήμερον 

ὄντα καὶ αὔριον εἰς κλίβανον βαλλόμενον. 

2-24. τὰ βαθέα τοῦ Σατανᾶ, ὡς λέγουσιν. A sneer at the Gnostics who 

claimed that ἔγνωσαν τὰ βαθέα. The author retorts to them that their 

recondite (as they call it) wisdom is that derived by them from Satan. 

2-27. ποιμανεῖ αὐτοὺς ἐν ῥάβδῳ σιδηρᾷ, ὡς TA σκεύη τὰ κεραμικὰ συντρί- 

βεται. The passage is not sound, nor is it remedied by adopting the 

variant συντριβήσεται, a3 Wordsworth and other scholars have done. 

The future would fit if it were in the plural in accordance with αὐτούς. 

I think originally the text ran καὶ συντρίψει αὐτοὺς ὡς τὰ σκεύη τὰ κερα- 

μικὰ συντρίβεται, and (the victor) shall shatter them as earthen pots are 

shattered. My addition harmonizes the sentence with its prototype in 

Ps.2-9 ποιμανεῖς αὐτοὺς ἐν ῥάβδῳ σιδηρᾷ, ὡς σκεῦος κεραμέως συντρίψεις 

αὐτούς. Cf. also Jer.19-11 οὕτως συντρίψω τὸν λαὸν τοῦτον καθὼς συντρί- 

βεται ἄγγος ὀστράκινον. Judg.14-6 συνέτριψεν αὐτὸν ὡσεὶ συντρίψει 

ἔριφον αἰγῶν. 
3-9, ἰδοὺ, διδῶ ἐκ τῆς συναγωγῆς. No sense. In the preceding verse 

there is an allusion to a persecution of the Philadelphian Church, 

and by the above words the Son of Man promises to humble the perse- 

cuting Jews before that Church, avenging her on their synagogue. 

Thus I think the above sentence originally read ᾿Ἰδοὺ, ἐκδικῶ oe ἐκ 

τῆς συναγωγῆς, Behold, I avenge thee on the synagogue. For the syntax, 

which apparently is a Latinism vindico te ab synagoga, cf. 6-10 ἐκδι- 
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κεῖς τὸ αἷμα ἡμῶν ἐκ τῶν κατοικούντων. 19-2 ἐξεδίκησε τὸ αἷμα ἐκ χειρὸς 

αὐτῆς. LK18-3 ἐκδίκησόν με ἀπὸ τοῦ ἀντιδίκου μου. Deut.18-19 ἐκδικήσω 

ἐξ αὐτοῦ. 

3-17. οὐδὲν (= οὐ, see my note on Jn 20-9) χρείαν ἔχω. Exactly what 

is preserved in MGk in the phrase δὲν ἔχω ἀνάγκη, which in a feeling 

of independence or contempt is quite currently employed, meaning 

1 care not, I am indifferent whatever people may do to, or say or think 

of, me. This phrase recurs in 1 Cor.7-37 μὴ ἔχων ἀνάγκην, caring no- 

thing, fearing nothing. 1 Thes.4-12 ἵνα μηδενὸς χρείαν ἔχητε. Sir.11-23 

μὴ εἴπῃς τίς ἔστι μου χρεία; A similar phrase is Mt 22-16 οὐ μέλει σοι 

περὶ οὐδενός. 1Pet.3-6 μὴ φοβούμεναι μηδεμίαν πτόησιν. Lucian.Paras. 

52 οὐδὲν αὐτῷ μέλον ὧν οἱ ἄνθρωποι οἴονται περὶ αὐτοῦ. Jn 2-25 οὐ χρείαν 

εἶχε ἵνα τις μαρτυρήσῃ. 
3-19. ζήλευε οὖν καὶ μετανόησον. Evidently ζήλευε is unsound, for it 

means be jealous, which is quite unsuitable, and not be zealous which 

might perhaps do; the variant ζήλωσον would give this meaning, but 

it looks like a correction of ζήλευε Ly some scribe who felt its unfit- 

ness. A better reading is recorded by Primasius (6th century), i.e. 

crede, πίστευε. But I think that the right word is νήστευε, for some 

sort of self-infliction as a sign of repentance for past sins, as is en- 

joined by the Spirit, seems best to fit the context. Repentance would 

of course be accompanied by fervent prayers, and it was customary to 

fast whilst such prayers lasted. For instance, 2 Kings 12-16 ἐζήτησε 

(= prayed) Δαυὶδ τὸν θεὸν περὶ τοῦ παιδαρίου καὶ ἐνήστευσε. 2 Esdr.8-21 

ἐκάλεσα νηστείαν τοῦ ταπεινωθῆναι ἐνώπιον τοῦ θεοῦ ἡμῶν ζητῆσαι (= pray) 

παρ᾽ αὐτοῦ ὁδὸν εὐθεῖαν. Cf. also Nehem.1-4 ἐπένθησα ἡμέρας καὶ ἤμην 

νηστεύων καὶ προσευχόμενος. Joel 2-12 ἐπιστράφητε( ΞΞ μετανοήσατε) πρός 

με ἐν νηστείᾳ. 1ΚΊηρ5 7-6 ἐνήστευσαν καὶ εἶπαν ἡμαρτήκαμεν. Sir.31-31 

νηστεύων ἐπὶ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν. Just.1Apol.61 εὔχεσθαί τε καὶ αἰτεῖν νηστεύ- 

οντας παρὰ τοῦ θεοῦ τῶν ἡμαρτημένων ἄφεσιν. So Esther, when she wishes 

her people to pray for success in her venture, bids them fast. 

5-4, οὐδεὶς ἄξιος εὑρέθη ἀνοῖξαι τὸ βιβλίον. Paspati points out that 

ἄξιος here does not signify worthy, as the English version translates, 

but ἱκανὸς, able, capable. It is so currently employed in MGk. Vlakhos 

τ. ἄξιος ‘capable ; propre a; bon a.’ 

6-6. χοῖνιξ σίτου Syvapiou καὶ τρεῖς χοίνικες κριθῶν δηναρίου, καὶ τὸ 
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ἔλαιον καὶ τὸν οἶνον μὴ ἀδικήσῃς. Bloomfield ‘the price subjoined (which 

has been proved to be enormous, nearly twenty times the usual one) 

is meant to intimate the excessive scarcity and dearness of the arti- 

cles.’ Some such allusion ought also to be expressed to the oil and wine, 

which ἀδικήσῃς does not express. The original reading, it seems to me, 

was οὐ μὴ δοκιμάσεις, thou wilt not taste, thou wilt not so much as get 

a taste of, so expensive will oil and wine become. I have not traced 

any passages where δοκιμάζειν is equivalent to ¢o taste, but in MGk 

δοκιμάζω is a specific term for this sense. Vlikhos ‘ δοκιμάζω, gotter ; 

δοκιμάσατε ἀπ᾽ αὐτὸ τὸ γλύκυσμα, gotitez de ce pate.’ But even if we 

took δοκιμάζειν in its more usual signification of to sample, it will suit 

the context quite well. A similar allusion to dearness in a time of 

scarcity we have in 4 Kings 6-25 ἐγενήθη κεφαλὴ ὄνου πεντήκοντα ἀρ- 

yupiov καὶ τέταρτον τοῦ κάβου κόπρου περιστερῶν πέντε ἀργυρίου. 

6-17. ἡ ἡμέρα ἡ μεγάλη τῆς ὀργῆς αὐτῶν. The version the great day 

of their wrath is too literal and obscure ; in fact, Iam not sure that it 

is not due to a misunderstanding of the sense. The meaning is the 

great day of their curse (passively) or woe, the day when the curse (of 

God) will fall upon them, Cf. Lk 21-23 ἔσται yap ὀργὴ τῷ λαῷ τούτῳ. 

In MGk it is a current curse to say va σὲ πάρῃ ἡ ὀργὴ, the original 

form of which must have been va σὲ πάρῃ ἡ ὀργὴ Tod θεοῦ. Vlakhos v. 

ὀργὴ "νὰ τὸν πάρῃ ἡ ὀργή! que le diable l’emporte!’ The sentence 

therefore is the same as ἡ ἡμέρα ἡ μεγάλη τοῦ ὀργισθῆναι αὐτοὺς, the 

verb being passive; see my note on 11-18. 

7-10. φοίνικες ἐν ταῖς χερσὶν αὐτῶν kal κράζουσι φωνῇ μεγάλῃ λέγοντες 
Ἡ σωτηρία τῷ θεῷ. A reminiscence of Jn 12-13 ἔλαβον τὰ βάϊα τῶν φοι- 

νίκων καὶ ἐξῆλθον εἰς ὑπάντησιν αὐτῷ καὶ ἐκραύγαζον Ὥσαννά. The words 

σωτηρία τῷ θεῷ means the biessing to God, or God be blessed. For σωτηρία 

represents salaam, the usual Oriental salutation or blessing, which I 

was told literally signifies salvation, σωτηρία. Cf. Ps.68-30 ἡ σωτηρία 

τοῦ προσώπου σου ἀντελάβετό μου, thy blessing has succoured me. 1Paral. 

16-23 ἄσατετῷ κυρίῳ, ἀναγγείλατε σωτηρίαν αὐτοῦ, voice blessings to him. 

2 Kings 19-2 ἐγένετο ἡ σωτηρία εἰς πένθος, the blessing or happiness 

turned to mourning. This blessing or salaam is more frequently ex- 

pressed by εἰρήνη. Cf. Hebr.7-3 βασιλεὺς Σαλὴμ (= Σαλαὰμ), 6 ἐστι 

βασιλεὺς εἰρήνης, ete. 
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10-7. χρόνος οὐκέτι ἔσται, ἀλλὰ ἐν ταῖς ἡμέραις τῆς φωνῆς τοῦ ἑβδόμου 

ἀγγέλου ὅταν μέλλῃ σαλπίζειν καὶ ἐτελέσθη τὸ μυστήριον. The variants 

ἔστι for ἔσται and τελεσθῇ for ἐτελέσθη are perfectly in keeping with 

the context. The angel swore that it is not yet time (for the end of the 

world), but (that it will be brought about) in the days when the 

seventh angel will sound his trumpet and the divine mystery will be 

accomplished. The readings ἔσται and ἐτελέσθη have nothing to re- 

commend them except the preconceived notions as to the absolute 

authority of certain Mss. Such notions have been disastrous to the 

establishment of a rational text. 

11-18, τὰ ἔθνη ὠργίσθησαν Ξ- τὰ ἔθνη κατελήφθησαν ὑπὸ τῆς ὀργῆς (τοῦ 

θεοῦ), the nations were overtaken by (God's) curse, were punished. The 

version the nations were wroth misses the sense altogether and is due 

to not realizing the passive force of ὠργίσθησαν. So ἐμνήσθη passively 

in 16-19. At Hyper.Epit.35 Kenyon observes ‘ διηγῆσθαι fortasse pas- 

sive usurpatum ut apud Platonem περιηγῆσθαι.᾽ In my note upon 

Rom.3-9 I have produced several examples of passives formed from 

deponents. For the sense of ὀργὴ see my note on 6-17. 

12-11. διὰ τὸ αἷμα, The same as διὰ τοῦ αἵματος. Cf.13-14 διὰ τὰ 

σημεῖα = διὰ τῶν σημείων. Rom.15-15 ἐπαναμιμνήσκων διὰ τὴν χάριν, 

whereas 12-3 λέγω διὰ τῆς χάριτος. Jannaris § 1684: ‘ When with the 

opening of the transitional period [a. Ὁ. 300-600] the construction of 

all prepositions became uniform by substituting the accusative for the 

other oblique cases, the various meanings of διὰ with genitive were 

naturally transferred to its accusatival construction.’ The Revisers 

have spoilt the meaning by substituting because of the blood for the 

A.V. by the blood, being too much influenced by Attic usage. A nota- 

ble example of the adverse influence of Attic upon the understanding 

of a N.T. text is Lk 6-35 μηδὲν ἀπελπίζοντες, which the A.V. correctly 

renders hoping for nothing again (better in return) in accordance with 

the context, but which the Revisers ruined by substituting never de- 

spairing in spite of v. 34 ἐὰν δανείζητε παρ᾽ dv ἐλπίζετε λαβεῖν. 

14-2. ἐν tats κιθάραις. The same as a simple dative; see my note on 

Jn 11-10. 

14-6. εὐαγγέλιον αἰώνιον. The English versions translate an ever- 

lasting or eternal gospel. The real sense is a gospel fixed from times 
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immemorial. So according to Eph.3-11 the Church was formed κατὰ 

πρόθεσιν τῶν αἰώνων = κατὰ αἰώνιον πρόθεσιν, according to a purpose 

fixed from times immemorial. 

14-8, οἴνου τοῦ θυμοῦ. The same as θυμώδους οἴνου, hot-tempered 
wine, a well-known periphrasis; cf. Col.1-13 υἱοῦ τῆς ἀγάπης = ἀγα- 

πητοῦ υἱοῦ. Hebr.1-3 ῥήματι τῆς δυνάμεως = ῥήματι δυνατῷ, etc. For 

θυμὸς as applied to wine cf. Deut.32-33 θυμὸς δρακόντων ὃ οἶνος αὐτῶν 

καὶ θυμὸς ἀσπίδων ἀνίατος. Hos.7-5 ἤρξαντο οἵ ἄρχοντες θυμοῦσθαι ἐξ οἴνου. 

ἐκ τοῦ οἴνου τοῦ θυμοῦ τῆς πορνείας αὐτῆς. From the hot-tempered or 

passionate wine of her fornication, from her passionate lewdness. 

14-13, val, λέγει τὸ πνεῦμα, ἵνα ἀναπαήσονται ἐκ τῶν κόπων αὐτῶν. 

Yea, says the spirit, let them rest from their labours. The subjunctive 

with ἵνα as equivalent to an imperative is a well-known idiom, of 

which I have cited several instances at Rom.16-2, tracing it back to 

classical times by referring to Plato, Gorg.454b ἀλλ᾽ ἵνα μὴ θαυμάξῃς 
= ἀλλὰ μὴ θαύμαζε. The voice had said that those dying now are 

μακάριοι, and the spirit answers Yea, they are μακάριοι, let them now 

rest and enjoy their μακαριότης. 

ἀκολουθεῖ per αὐτῶν. The same as ἀκολουθεῖ αὐτοῖς. For in Hellen- 

istic times μετὰ With the genitive often replaced the dative. Cf. Mk 6- 

50 ἐλάλησε per αὐτῶν. Lk 10-36 ποιήσας τὸ ἔλεος μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ. Acts 9-39 

ὅσα ἐποίει per αὐτῶν. Tob.12-6 ἐποίησε μεθ᾽ ὑμῶν. 2Esdr.6-8 μή ποτέ 

τι ποιήσητε μετὰ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων (= τοῖς πρεσβυτέροις, κατὰ τῶν πρε- 

σβυτέρων), etc. See also Jannaris § 1607, 3. ᾿Ακολουθεῖν μετὰ is used in 

a different sense, see Cobet, Var. Lec. page 22. The A.V. correctly 

follow them, spoilt by the Revisers into follow with them. 

17-5. ὄνομα γεγραμμένον μυστήριον Βαβυλὼν ἧ μεγάλη. No satisfactory 

explanation οὗ μυστήριον has so far been forthcoming. As suggested 

in my note on Rom.2-29, it aoe be a ‘play upon μύσος ΟΥ μυσαρός. 

Cf. Euseb. EH.4-7 μυσταγωγίας ἢ καὶ μᾶλλον μυσαροποιΐας. Or perhaps 

it is a corruption of μυσαρὸν, due to the proximity of μυστήριον in v. 7. 
17-16. ἠρημωμένην ποιήσουσιν αὐτήν. They will work havoc upon her, 

as indicated by the MGk ῥημάζω, I work havoc upon. Viakhos ‘ ῥημάζω, 

dévaster?. Similarly 18-16 ἠρημώθη ὃ τοσοῦτος πλοῦτος, so much opu- 

lence has suffered havoc. In an analogous sense ἐρήμωσις in Dan.(LXX) 

11-31 and Lk 21-20. 
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18-5. ἐκολλήθησαν αὐτῆς αἱ ἁμαρτίαι ἄχρι τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. Probably 

a reminiscence of 2 Esdr.9-6 αἱ πλημμέλειαι ἡμῶν ἐμεγαλύνθησαν ἕως εἰς 
τὸν οὐρανόν. Τῇ so, is ἐκολλήθησαν sound, or has it taken the place of 

another verb denoting ἐμεγαλύνθησαν If sound, it must have been used 

as an equivalent of ἤγγισαν. Cf. Jer.28-9 ἤγγικεν εἰς οὐρανὸν τὸ κρῖμα 

αὐτῆς. Dan (LXX)4-5 ἡ κορυφὴ αὐτοῦ ἤγγισεν ἕως τοῦ ovpavod. But I 

have not encountered another example of such a usage except perhaps 

Zach.14-5 ἐγκολληθήσεται φάρογξ ὀρέων ἕως Ἰασόδ. 

21-17. ἐμέτρησε τὸ τεῖχος αὐτῆς ἑκατὸν τεσσαράκοντα τεσσάρων πηχῶν. 

As the dimensions of length, width, and height were already given 

in the foregoing, the measurement of 144 cubits must refer to another 

particular, and there is none left unspecified except that of thickness, 

a particular no less essential than those of length, width, and height. 

Substitute therefore πάχος for τεῖχος. 

μέτρον ἀνθρώπου, ὅ ἐστιν ἀγγέλου. The scribe, who found τεῖχος in his 

text and applied it to the perimeter of the wall, must have felt be- 

wildered by the excessively meagre measurement of 144 cubits as 

compared with the other dimensions. He got out of his difficulty by 

assuming that the measure of a man really meant the measure of an 

angel, and as such an immense measure. 





BY THE SAME AUTHOR 

A FEW NOTES ON THE GOSPELS ACCORD- 
ING ΤῸ ST. MARK AND ST. MATTHEW. 
Based chiefly on Modern Greek. _ 5s. net. 

TO THE ROMANS. A Commentary. 105, 6d. 
THE TWENTY-SECOND BOOK OF THE 
ILIAD. With critical notes. 5s. net. 

AEKA APBANITH MAAAIAPOY ΚΟΥΦΙΑ 
KAPY4AIA. Versions in Modern Greek (Euripides, . 
Cyclops; Shakespeare, Merchant of Venice; Thucy- 

dides, Book I; passages from Kant, Brugmann, 

Hans Andersen, &c.). 105. 6d. net. 

THE ILIAD TRANSLATED INTO MODERN 
GREEK. 10s. 6d. 

THE GOSPELS TRANSLATED INTO MODERN 
GREEK. | : 5s. 










